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Derton W. Sibley,

Frank F. Robards,

William Brackett,

Chandler Campbell,

William L. Redles,

Woodell A. Pickering,

Charles T. Westcott, jr., and

Franklin 8. Wiltse,

Second Lieut. Henry N. Manney, jr., to be a first lieutenant
in the United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May,
1908, vice First Lieut. Frank C. Lander, promoted.

Second Lieut. Clifford P, Meyer to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut, Thomas H. Brown, promoted.

Second Lieut. Franklin B. Garrett to be a first lieutenant in
the United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut, Willlam G. Fay, promoted.

Second Lieut. Calvin B. Matthews to be a first lientenant in
the United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Eli T, Fryer, promoted.

Second Lieut. Arthur A. Racicot, jr., to be a first lientenant
in the United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May,
1008, vice First Lieut. Edward A. Greene, promoted.

Second Lieut. Tom D. Barber to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lient. Hamilton D, South, promoted.

Second Lieut. Hermann T. Vulte to be a first lieutenant in
the United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1808,
vice First Lieut. James 'I. Buttrick, promoted.

Second Lieut. Edward W. Sturdevant, jr., to be a first lieuten-
ant in the United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of
May, 1908, vice First Lieut. Giles Bishop, jr., promoted.

Second Lieut. Andrew B. Drum to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. James K, Tracy, promoted.

Second Lieuf. Victor I. Morrison to be a first lieutenant in
the United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Ellis B. Miller, promoted.

Second Lieut. Maurice E. Shearer to be a first lieutenant in
the United States Marine Corps from the 18th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Arthur J. O'Leary, promoted.

Second Lient. Ward Ellis to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 18th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lient. Berton W. Sibley, promoted.

Second ILieut. Charles A. Lutz to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908, vice
First Lieut. William Brackett, promoted.

Second Lient. Calhoun Ancrum to be a first lieutenant in
the United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1608,
vice First Lieut. Chandler Campbell, promoted.

Second Lieut. David M. Randall to be a first lientenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. William L. Redles, promoted.

Second Lieut. Johm R. Henley to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Charles T. Westcott, jr., promoted.

Second Lieut. Henry 8. Green to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Franklin 8. Wiltse, promoted.

Second Lieut. Ralph 1. Shepard to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Frederick A. Ramsey, promoted.

The following-named second lieutenants in the United States
Marine Corps to be first lientenants in the Marine Corps from
the 13th day of May, 1908, to fill vacancies created in that
grade by an act of Congress approved on that date:

Howard W. Stone,

Bennet Puryear, jr.,

William W. Buckley,

William C. Wise, jr.,

William D. Smith,

Harold B. Pratt, and

Randolph Coyle.

First Lieut. Frederick A. Ramsey to be a captain in the
United States Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1008,
to fill a vacancy created by an act of Congress approved on
that date.

Yirst Ideut. John A. Hughes to be a ecaptain in the United
States Marine Corps from the 14th day of May, 1008, yice Capt.
Harold C. Reisinger, appointed captain, assistant gquartermaster.

Second Lient. Philip H. Torrey to be a first lientenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 14th day of May, 1008,
vice Ilirst Lieut. Earl H. Ellis, promoted.

Second Lieut. Robert L. Denig to be a first lieutenant in the
Upited States Marine Corps from the 14th day of May, 1008,
Lieut. John A. Hughes, promoted.

Second Lieut. Logan Tucker to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 14th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Frank Halford, appointed a captain, assistant
quartermaster.

Second Lieut. Charles S McReynolds to be a first lieutenant
in the United States Marine Corps from the 14th day of May,
1808, vice First Lieut. Walter E. Noa, appointed a captain, as-
sistant quartermaster.

Second Lient. Charles F. B. Price to be a first lieutenant in
the United States Marine Corps from the 14th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Seth Williams, appointed a captain, assistant
quartermaster.

Second Lieut. William O©. Powers, jr., to be a first lieu-
tenant in the United States Marine Corps from the 14th day of
May, 1908, vice First Lieut. Davis B. Wills, appointed a captain,
assistant paymaster.

Second Lieut. Russell H. Davis to be a first lieutenant in
the United States Marine Corps from the 14th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Edward W. Banker, appointed a captain, as-
sistant quartermaster.

Second Lieut. Sydney 8. Lee to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 14th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Charles R. Sanderson, appointed a captain,
assistant guartermaster.

Second Lieut. Robert Tittoni to be a first lleutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 17th day of May, 1908,
vice First Lieut. William A. Howard, retired.

First Lient. Thomas €. Turner to be a captain in the United
States Marine Corps from the 17th day of June, 1908, vice
Capt. Henry O. Bisset, retired.

Second Lieut. Ross E. Rowell to be a first lieutenant in the
United States Marine Corps from the 17th day of June, 1908,
vice First Lieut. Thomas C. Turner, promoted. :

Capt. Smedley D. Butler to be a major in the United States
Marine Corps from the 13th day of May, 1908, vice Maj. Eli K,
Cole, promoted.

Templin M. Potts, jr., a citizen of West Virginia, to be a sec-
ond lieutenant in the United States Marine Corps from the
10th day of March, 18035, to fill a vacancy existing in that grade
on that date.

Clarke H. Wells, a citizen of the District of Columbia, to be
a second lieutenant in the United States Marine Corps from the
Oth day of September, 1908, to fill a vacancy existing in that
grade on that date.

POSTMASTER.
: FLORIDA. ;
Frank Vans Agnew, to be postmaster at Kissimmee, Fla.

INJUNCTION OF SECRECY REMOVED.

On December 10, 1908, the following conventions were ratified
tt;y the Senate, and the injunction of secrecy was removed there-
TOm :

An arbitration convention between the United States and
China (Ex. A, 60th, 2d).

An arbitration convention between the United States and
Peru (Ex. B, 60th, 24).

A maturalization convention between the United States and
Brazil (Ex. O, 60th, 2d).

A naturalization convention between the United States and
Honduras (Ex. D, 60th, 2d).

A naturalization convention between the United States and
Urugnay (Ex. B, 60th, 2d).

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
TaURrSDAY, December 10, 1908.

The House met at 12 o'clock m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N, Couden, D. D.

The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap-
proved.

PROCTOR MEMORIAL EXERCISES.

Mr. HASKINS, Mr. Speaker, on the 27th day of last May a
special order was made by the House setting apart next Sunday,
December 13, for memorial addresses upon the life, character,
and public services of Hon. REpFIeLD PrOCTOR, of Vermont. The
Senate has postpened action upon their order. I now ask that
a different order be made, changing it to Sunday, January 10,
1909, at 12 o'clock.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to
substitute January 10 for the Proctor memorial exercises in
lien of mext Sunday. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none,

U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION
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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES,

A message in writing from the President of the United States
was communicated to the House of Representatives by Mr.
Latta, one of his secretaries.

PENSIONS.

Mr, SULLOWAY, Mr, Speaker, I am informed by the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropriations that they desire to
continue work on the consideration of the legislative bill until
completed. I now ask that the next legislative day following
the disposition of the legislative bill shall be substituted for to-
morrow for the purpose of considering bills on the Private
Calendar.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Hampshire asks
unanimous consent that the next legislative day after the com-
pletion of the consideration of the legislative, executive, and
judicial appropriation bill shall be set apart in lieu of to-mor-
row for pensions, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I desire to state that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Binemam], of the Com-
_ mittee on Appropriations, has been authorized to report the
legislative, executive, and judieial appropriation bill, and will
make the report very soon. It is the desire of the committee to
take the bill up for consideration to-morrow immediately after
the reading of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none,

Mr. BINGHAM, from the Committee on Appropriations, re-
ported the bill (H. R. 23464) making appropriations for the
legislative, executive, and judicial expenses of the Government
for the fiscal year ending Jume 30, 1910, and for other pur-
poses, which was read a first and second time, referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and,
with accompanying report, ordered to be printed.

. Mr, FITZGERALD. I reserve all points of order on the
ill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman . from New York reserves
all points of order on the bill.

Mr. PAYNE. I demand the regular order.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Will the gentleman from New York
withdraw that for a moment?

Mr. PAYNE. I withdraw the demand for a moment.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I just want to fix the time for debate
in the House now.

The SPEAKER. It can be fixed now or to-morrow, as the
gentleman prefers. The gentleman from Pennsylvania will
please give his attention,

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I give notice to the gentleman in charge
of the bill that to-morrow we will regulate the time for debate
on both sides.

CALL OF COMMITTEES.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the first committee.
CLATMS.

Mr. WALDO (when the Committee on Claims was called).
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MitLer] has some
bills which he wishes to take up, and I ask that the committee
be passed until he can get here.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks that the committee be
passed without prejudice.

Mr. MANN, I think that that committee has nothing to call
up on the call of the committees.

Mr. WALDO. I understand we have,
of bills.

Mr. CHANEY. Are they on the Private Calendar?

Mr. WALDO, Yes.

Mr, CHANEY. This call is only for House bills.

The SPEAKER. Has the Committee on Claims any bill on
the House Calendar?

Mr. WALDO, I think not, but T am not sure; and in the
absence of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Mitier] I ask
that the committee be passed without prejudice until the chair-
man of the committee arrives.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection?
Chalir hears none.

BOOKS FOR THE LIFE-SAVING SERVICE.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Expenditures in the Treasury Department I call up the bill
(8. 3495) to authorize the transfer of books from the Treasury
Department library to life-saving stations of the United States,

The bill was read at length.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill to transfer about
3,000 volumes that are now in the custody.of the Secretary of

We have a Calendar

[After a pause.] The

the Treasury, and send them out to the life-saving stations of
the United States, where they will be used and appreciated.
They are not used in the Treasury building. The bill has
passed the Senate, has the report and approval of the House
Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department, and
is on the House Calendar for passage. I ask for a vote.

Mr. TAWNEY. I desire to ask the gentleman a question. I
understand him to say that the number of volumes is about

6,000.

Mr, BATES. The report of Mr. Winthrop, the assistant
secretary, states that the number is about 6,000 volumes,

Mr, TAWNEY. Does the gentleman know the total number
of volumes in the Treasury library?

Mr. BATES. No; I can not say.

Mr. TAWNEY. Is it intended to transfer the entire library
now in the Treasury Department?

Mr, BATES. Oh, not at all.

Mr. TAWNEY. It ought to be done,
whether it did or not.

Mr. MANN. It is intended to transfer that class of books
that are not of use in the Treasury Department, but that are
good reading.

Mr. BATES. That is all.

Mr, OLMSTED. I would like to inquire of the gentleman
having charge of the bill—my colleague from Pennsylvania—
whether these books relate to the subject of first aid to the in-
jured; or, if not, what the object is of sending them to the
life-saving sations?

Mr. BATES. They are largely books of entertainment and
travel, and novels, for the whiling away of the tedious hours
of the men who are in the life-saving stations of the United
States. The books are not especially instructive, I understand,
although I think they will be of use in the places to which they
are intended to be sent,

Mr. OLMSTED. My observation of two or three of these
life-saving stations is that the so-called life savers there are
good for little else except entertainment, although the most of
them render excellent service, and I therefore shall not object.

Mr., MANN. I do not think that statement ought to go un-
challenged.

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania sus-
pend for a moment? The Clerk at the desk informs the Chair
that this bill is not upon the Calendar, that the bill itself is not
present, and furthermore that it passed the House on the 30th
day of May last.

Mr. BATES. I withdraw the bill. I was requested by one of
the executive departments to pass this bill at the first oppor-
tunity, and found such a memorandum on my desk. I under-
stand it is not yet a law.

I was just wondering

CITIZENSHIP OF MILITARY AND NAVAL DESERTERS.

The Committee on Naval Affairs was called.

AMr, ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Naval Affairs I call up Senate bill 5473, to anthorize the
Secretary of the Navy in certain cases to mitigate or remit the
loss of rights of citizenship imposed by law upon deserters from
the naval service,

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert:

“That every person who hereafter deserts the military or naval
service of the United States, or who, being duly enrolled, departs the
jurisdiction of the district in which he is enrolled, or goes beyond the
limits of the United States, with intent to avoid any draft into the mili-
tary or naval service, lawfully ordered, shall be liable to all the pen-
alties and forfeitures of section 1996: Prorvided, That the provisions of
this section and section 1996 shall not apply to any person deserting
the military or naval service of the United States in time of peace:
And provided further, That the loss of rights of citizenship imposed by
law upon deserters from the naval service may be mitigated or remitted
by the Secretary of the Navy where the offense was committed in time
of peace and where the exercise of such clemency will not be prejudicial
to the public interests.”

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, this bill has been called to the
attention of Congress by the Secretary of the Navy, and the in-
justice and hardship of the existing law has been pointed out by
him. It seems that this forfeiture of rights of citizenship for
desertion from the navy was first imposed by law in 1865, and
the purpose and intent of that act was, as set out by Col. Wil-
liam Winthrop, a writer of recognized authority on military
jurigprudence, to prevent those who were drafted from escaping
the effects of the draft. ILet me read a brief paragraph from
his work :

1t may be added in regard to this statute that, though general in its
terms, it was manifestly intended as a means of enforcing the draft and
of preventing desertion at a period of emergency and public danger. It
was thus in fact a war measure, and the general clause was apparently
added only to cover such period as might remain of the then existing
war. Not being limited, however, to such perlod, It has been treated as

of continuous operation. In a normal condition of Peace, a statute of
this exceptional character, by which desertion is visited with a *“ po-
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litieal " punishment, is incongronous and unnecessary, and its retention
in our military law is no longer desirable.

Now, the Secretary of the Navy very aptly says that the
American Navy is never troubled with desertions in time of war,
and the only trouble we do have is with the young fellows, boys
of 18, 19, or 20, who are joining the American Navy in such
great numberg, who are led away by improper associates, with-
out having any conception of the enormity of the punishment
that will follow their desertion, and who compose the majority
of the deserters from our navy to-day.

Let me say to the House that the punishment for desertion at
the present time carries with it imprisonment, usually not less
than one year, forfeiture of all pay that may be due, dishonor-
able discharge from the navy, which prevents the person from
ever again enlisting in the navy, and by statute, not by sentence
of court-martial, the further enormous punishment which we
only mete out to felons—loss of citizenship.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would like to ask the gentleman
a question. What is your propesition, stated briefly?

Mr. ROBERTS. The proposition, Mr, Speaker, is to strike out
of the statute law that horrible punishment for a comparatively
minor offense—desertion in time of peace—so that when a man
deserts from the navy, hereafter, he will only get the court-
martial punishment, which is imprisonment, loss of his pay, and
dishonorable discharge from the navy, leaving him still an
American citizen.

Mr. OLARK of Missouri. Then this law, as it stands now, ap-
plies to both the army and navy?

Mr. ROBERTS. It only applies to the navy, because the
naval committee did not deem it within its province to offer
legislation affecting the army. The provision should apply, in
my judgment, to both branches of the military service.

Mr. MANN. I beg the pardon of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, but it does apply to both the army and the navy. If
the gentleman will read the amendment, he will see that it ap-
plies to the military and naval service of the United States.

Mr. ROBERTS. I accept the corrections, Mr. Speaker; it
does apply to both branches.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. Does either the Secretary of War
or the Secretary of the Navy recommend this measure?

Mr. ROBERTS. The Secretary of the Navy recommends it
If the gentleman from Missouri will read the House report No.
1340, he will see that the Secretary of the Navy devotes a page
of fine print to the advocacy of his recommendation.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri., Which Secretary of the Navy?

Mr. ROBERTS. Secretary Metealf. I would state for the
information of the gentleman from Missouri that the House
amendment goes a step farther than merely repealing that
clause relating to loss of citizenship, and gives the Secretary of
the Navy authority, where it is not incompatible with the publie
interest, to restore citizenship to those who have lost it by de-
sertion prior to the passage of this act; the object of putting
that in was to prevent a flood of bills coming upon Congress to
restore citizenship to those who have lost it under the opera-
tion of the old law.

Mr. CLARK of Missourf. The Secretary of War has the
power to do that now, has he not?

Mr, ROBERTS. Neither the Secretary of War nor the Sec-
retary of the Navy has the power to restore eitizenship. That
is the statute provision, and the Secretaries have no discretion;
it goes with the court-martial sentence, as a part of it.

Mr. KELIHER. Can they go back and pardon a man who
has previously been convicted? In other words, is the power of
the Secretaries to be retroactive?

Mr. ROBERTS. Under this bill the Secretary of the Navy
has the right to restore the rights of citizenship to those who
lost it prior

Mr. EELTHER. How far back?

Mr. ROBERTS. DBack to 1865 in cases, as the amendment
states, where such clemency will not be prejudicial to the public
interest,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would like to ask the gentleman a
question.

AMr. ROBERTS. Very well.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Has not the President of the United
States this power under his authority to restore citizenship by
issuing a pardon for the offense? :

Mr, ROBERTS. I will state that probably if the President
ghould pardon a man for desertion, citizenship would be re-
gtored ; but there are so many cases of desertion that it would
not be feasible for the President to be burdened with the re-
gponsibility of looking into all these cases and issuing or with-
holding a pardon. It is a monstrosity in the law that should be
taken out of it.

Mr. KELIHER. Is it not a fact that all the evidence in the
cases is furnished the President by the department heads?

Mr. ROBERTS. Yes; I think it is.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I would like to ask the gentle-
man from Massachusetts a guestion.

Mr. ROBERTS. Very well

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee, Can the gentleman give to the
House about the average age of the men who desert from the
army or the navy?

Mr. ROBERTS. The Secretary of the Navy, speaking for the
navy, says that the larger proportion or great majority of the
desertions from the navy are of young men in their first en-
listment. Now, I am not able to state the average age of these
young men, but I might say to the gentleman from Tenressee
that it was stated when the fleet started for its cruise around
the world, if my memory serves me, that the average age of the
men in the ships was about 21 years.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I want to say to the gentleman
that I am in favor of his bill, and I will state further that I do
not think I ever had a case of desertion where the party who
deserted knew beforehand that he would lose his citizenship,

Mr. ROBERTS. I will venture to say that not one man in
ten thousand who joins the naval service of the United States
knows or dreams even that should he desert he would lose his
citizenship,

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. And utterly regardless of the
awfulness of the crime of desertion.

Mr. ROBERTS. I want to point out just one other feature of
the bill. It does not affect the law regarding desertions in time
of war, but only in time of peace.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentle-
man a question. I understand from the reading of the Clerk
that this bill undertakes to give the power to the Secretary of
the Navy to grant pardons to deserters from the navy.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will read
the full text of the bill he will see that that power is given to
the Secretary to deal only with cases of desertion in the past.
If we are going to take this out of the law so that a man who
deserts hereafter does not lose citizenship, it is only a matter
of fairness that those who deserted prior to that law should
have citizenship restored when not prejuodicial to public in-
terests.

Mr. KEIFER. What I want to know is whether it is the
understanding that all convictions now for desertion take from
the party citizenship?

Mr. ROBERTS. Convietion itself under the existing law
forfeits citizenship. That is the monstrosity of the law.

Mr, KEIFER. Do I understand the object of this bill is to
give such power, the equivalent of the pardoning power, to the
Secretary of the Navy to restore that citizenship?

Mr, ROBERTS. In cases in the past. If this becomes a law
desertion in time of peace will not forfeit citizenship. That is,
the loss of citizenship does not go with the conviction for de-
sertion.

Mr. KEIFER. That explanation is all right, but this is the
point: I want to know whether the gentleman’s committee has
considered the question as to whether the Secretary of the Navy
himself, and not the President, can be given by law the par-
doning power after a conviction of a deserter from the navy
that has the effect of taking away citizenship.

Mr. ROBERTS. The committee did consider that, and we
thonght that inasmuch as all the records concerning the deserter
were in the custody of the Secretary of the Navy, and that, if
you may call it so, the pardoning power would be more expedi-
tiously exercised and with equal discretion by the Secretary of
the Navy, it would be better not to bother the Chief Executive,
as he would be bothered, by innumerable petitions for the res-
toration of that citizenship.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr, Speaker, I have been unfortunate in hay-
ing the gentleman understand the point I am trying to reach,
and that is this: Whether the Secretary of the Navy ecan be
given the pardoning power to the exclusion of the President of
the United States in the cases to which he refers.

Mr., ROBERTS. It seems to me the gentleman loses sight of
the real point here. We are not pardoning anybody under the
provisions of this bill. The man upon whose case the Secretary
would act is not serving a sentence—he is not in prison. He
is at liberty. We are restoring the right that has been forfeited
by operation of law, and we restore it by operation of law.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Speaker, I understood the gentleman to
say, however, that he was under a sentence of convietion for the
crime of desertion, which took away his citizenship, and that it
is now proposed to restore that to him by giving the power to
the Secretary of the Navy to pardon him.

Mr. ROBERTS. The sentence for desertlon itself makes no
mention of loss of citizenship. The sentence itself of the court-
martial does not mention loss of citizenship in any way, shape,
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or manner. That goes along with it by operation of the statute
of 1865.

Mr. KEIFER. Because the law forfeits it.

Mr. ROBERTS. The law fixes it.

Mr. KEIFER. Yes. I want to say that I do not believe you
ean give the pardoning power by statute to anybody, that power
being vested exclusively in all federal convictions to the Presi-
gent of the United States by the Constitution of the United

tates.

Mr, HULL of Towa. Has not the President the absolute right
now to restore these parties?

Mr. ROBERTS. I want to say, Mr. Speaker, that would be
a moot question after the prisoner has served his sentence, upon
discharge from prison, dishonorable discharge from the navy;
it is a grave question, in my opinion, whether the President
then has power to restore citizenship.

Mr. HULL of Iowa. I do not believe that there is any ques-
tion of the right——

Mr. ROBERTS. I do not believe you should punish a man
for an offense after he has expiated that offense.

Mr. HULL of Iowa. He has done that in the past in the
army, to my certain knowledge, where an officer of the army
wias convicted for misappropriation of public funds, served in
the penitentiary at Leavenworth, who was pardoned out at the
cloge of his term and restored to citizenship.

Mr. ROBERTS. After he served his sentence?

Mr, HULL of Iowa. At the conclusion of his sentence he was
pardoned out.

AMr. ROBERTS. And before the Government had released
him from enstody? I should question it very much, but the
gentleman, who has had wide experience, will admit, if this
becomes the law—this provision taking out the loss of citizen-
ship from the statute—there will be thousands of cases brought
to somebody’s attention of those who have deserted and thereby
lost their citizenship who will want to be restored to citizen-
ship, und somebody will be flooded with these petitions. Now,
it would seem to e, as a practical question, that we had better
let the Navy Department and the Secretary of the Navy stand
the brunt than to throw it upon the President.

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Then had you not better strike out the
words “military or naval service?' Make it simply desertion
from the naval service. If the gentleman will do that, I should
not care to interfere with the naval portion. I doubt very much
the wisdom of the legislation, and can see no reason why the
army should be put in without any investigation whatever. I
have never had a recommendation of that kind from any man
connected with the department, and I think it is a radieal change
of the law.

Mr. SABATH. Does this apply only to the navy?

Mr. HULL of Towa. It applies to both army and navy, but
it does not allow the Secretary of War to remove the penalties
impesed in the past, while this goes further. It does give to
everyone who has been convicted of desertion the right of citi-
zenship again who has deserted from the navy.

Mr. GOULDEN. Why did you include the military branch
in all except the pardoning power of those deserting in the

ast?

¢ Mr. ROBERTS. Because we did not feel warranted in sng-
gesting legislation which would constrain the action of the
Secretary of War. We wanted to confine our legislation as
closely as possible to the naval end of it.

Mr. GOULDEN. But you include the military end so far
as the future is concerned, and I think it ought to be included.

Mr. ROBERTS. I agree with you. I will say to the chair-
man of the Committee on Military Affairs that if he does not
jike it, I will accept an amendment striking out the military
part of it. I will say frankly the purpose of the Committee on
Naval Affairs is to look out for that end of it and the good of
the navy.

Mr. hﬁ&NN. And the purpose of Congress ought to be to look
out for both.

Mr. ROBERTS. We agree there fully, but by reason of a
clash of authority between committees, the Naval Affairs Com-
mittee did not want to go any further than absolutely necessary,
go we did not confer any power on the Secretary of War with
regard to past offenses.

Mr. HULL of Iowa, The whole question is a new one. How
many men are affected we have no information whatever; what
its effect will be upon the service we have no information what-
ever.

Mr. SABATH. Many thousands of young men, from 16, 17,
and 18 years of age, who enlist have not the slightest idea that
they would be punished severely if they desert. They are made

all kinds of promises when they enlist. Now, after they enlist

and serve for a few months and then desert, they lose their
citizenship.

Mr. HULL of Iowa. There are desertions from both the
army and navy from men past 20 years of age, who know what
they are about——

Mr. SABATH. Very few.

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Who know all about what their obliga-
tion is. It costs the Government of the United States a thou-
sand dollars to equip and start a man out in the service,

In a great many of these cases the men enlist with the idea
of getting fitted out, serving but a little while, getting trans-
ported to some point, and desert. You cast the whole thing
together. You make it appear so that there is practically no
punishment except of a little imprisonment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Now, let me say to the gentleman right
there, I do not know what the punishment is for desertion from
the army, but I do know that in the navy the punishment for
desertion in time of peace is a very severe one. And they are
not only sentenced to serve not less than a year in prison, but
they lose any allowances that may be coming to them, and they
are dishonorably discharged.

% Mr, ?SABATH. That same punishment is in the military, is
not

Mr. HULL of Iowa. It is the same thing.

Mr. ROBERTS. It seems to me it is a sufficient punishment
for so comparatively trivial an offense as desertion in time of
peace.

Mr. SLAYDEN, Desertion is not a trivial offense.

Mr. ROBERTS. I maintain that desertions by the great
mass of those who commit them, young fellows from 16 to 18
and 19 years of age, are a trivial offense when those desertions
come in their first enlistment.

Mr. MANN. And the punishment now is, without doubt, ab-
horrent to modern ecivilization.

Mr. KELIHER. In the gentleman's opinion, does he con-
sider that that feature of the punishment that applies for-
feiture of citizenship acts as a deterrent to desertions from
the navy to-day?

Mr. ROBERTS. Absolutely no; because, as I stated a mo-
ment ago, I do not believe one person in ten thousand who en-
lists in the navy even dreams he will lose his citizenship should
he desert in time of peace, and not having any knowledge of
ihat extraordinary punishment, it can not have any deterrent
effect on desertion.

Mr. KELIHER. If the gentleman will permit me, I want to
supplement that remark by this statement. I come from a
seaboard eity, and have had a number of experiences in just
such cases, and in nine-tenths of them the culprits had no idea
whatever that they would forfeit their citizenship by desertion
from the navy.

Mr. ROBERTS. It is only in after years that the enormity
of this punishment comes home to these young fellows. After
they have attained years of discretion, have become good citi-
zens in the community, and then seek some office either at the
hands of their fellow-citizens or by appointment, they are met
with that awful punishment of loss of citizenship. And we are
creating by the operation of this act a class of young men in
this country, numbering thousands, American-born boys, who
are not citizens of this country, and who have lost that pre-
cious right because in a moment of heedlessness, or homesick-
ness, or for some trivial cause, they left the naval service dur-
ing their first enlistment.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. And you practically outlaw them.

Mr, PAYNE. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Ros-
erTs] thinks it is an extraordinary punishment, In our State
every man who is convicted of a felony loses his right of citi-
zenship, and I suppose that is so in most of the States of this
country.

Mr, ROBERTS. I agree with the gentleman, if he wants to
eall a boy 18 years of age, in his first enlistment, the first time
he is away from home, and homesick, who runs away to go
back to his mother, a felon, It is not unusual or extraordinary.

Mr. PAYNE. Desertion in time of war is a very serious
maftter,

Mr, ROBERTS. I will now yield to the gentleman from
Town [Mr. Hucn], the chairman of the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Mr. PAYNE. The law calls a boy, even 18 years of age,
who in a moment of thoughtlessness runs away from the navy,
a felon if he is convicted, just as much as it does now a hoy
18 years of age who in a moment of temptation robs the till
or commits the erime of forgery in his employer's service. And
the law of nations recognizes always the crime of desertion
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as a very serious one, and in times of war sometimes a man's
life is forfeited, and justly so, on account of it.

Now, I only mention that because the gentleman said it was a
very extraordinary punishment and seems to think it was ap-
plicable only to this offense, and that therefore no one dreamed
of the consequences that would follow. I do not know why a
young man should not, if he was going to commit what is de-
nounced as a felony—if it is what the gentleman thinks it is,
a trivial offense to desert from the navy—I do not know why
he should not as well be apprised of the consequences that fol-
low his act as a young man who does commit the crime of grand
larceny. I am not comparing the two offenses, but simply stat-
ing that offense,

Mr. ROBERTS. I know the law makes desertion a felony,
with the loss of citizenship; but I still maintain that it is a
barbarous punishment for a comparatively trivial offense. I,
for one, and the Naval Committee as well, want to see that
monstrosity taken out of our laws. This was a civil-war meas-
ure, an emergency measure, in time of great stress; but by its
construction these harsh provisions have been extended down
to the present time, and it seems to me we are now far enough
away from the civil war and far enough away from the emer-
gency that made that law desirable to be able to dispense with
this harsh provision. :

Mr, PAYNE. If the gentleman confines himself to the kind
of an argument he is now making, which is a legitimate argu-
ment, and not the extreme argument he was making in regard
to the heinousness of the punishment of desertion, I am more
inelined to favor his bill.

Mr. PRINCE. I desire to ask the gentleman a guestion.

Mr. ROBERTS. I will yield to the gentleman for a gquestion.

Mr. PRINCE. Do you not think that those very highly col-
ored pictures inciting and encouraging young men to enlist in
the navy have, through the inducements and through the prom-
ises to them of things that they will obtain by reason of the
service, that they never get, been the cause of many young men
enlisting ; and after they get into the service they fall homesick
and are inclined to leave without full knowledge as to the effect
of this provision that you are now seeking to modify?

Mr. ROBERTS. In answer to the gentleman, let me say that
I have had brought to my personal attention many cases of
young men who have been induced—I will not say by what
means—to enlist in the navy under the impression that they
were to get great opportunities; that great advantages would
be placed before them; and after they had left their homes
and been in the navy a few months they did not see the oppor-
tunities nor the advantages, and they got homesick and ran
away. These young fellows, some of them sons of the best
families in this country, by operation of this statute stand to-
day as outlaws in the land of their birth. That is what the
law is doing. It is ereating a band of outlaws in this country—
outlawing young American boys, born in this country, in many
cases of a long line of American ancestors.

Mr. DRISCOLL. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gentleman for a question.

Mr. DRISCOLIL. I want to ask the gentleman whether he
proposes to inflict any punishment on these boys after they have
enlisted and then deserted from the service?

Mr. ROBERTS. The gentleman from New York evidently
has not been listening to my statement. They get not less than
one year imprisonment if they are convicted. And, as a further
punishment, if they desert they lose all pay and allowances
that may be due them at the time of desertion, and they are
dishonorably discharged from the navy, and can never there-
after join the naval or military service of the country. That is
punishment enongh.

Mr. DRISCOLL. Is this a special case?

Mr. ROBERTS. That is the general punishment.

Mr. DRISCOLI. Is this bill of yours a special case?

Mr. ROBERTS. It is a change of the general law, taking
out of the statutes that barbaric penalty which has continued
from war times to the present time.

Mr. DOUGLAS and Mr. SLAYDEN rose.

The SPEAKER. To whom does the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. How much time have I remaining?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the gentleman yield for a question?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has twenty-six minutes re-
m]x]tiining. Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman from
Ohio?

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield for a question.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Why does not section 2, Article IT, of the
Constitution, which provides that upon the advice of any execn-
tive officer the President may grant a reprieve or pardon, cover
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the case? I do not know but what the gentleman may have
stated that in his remarks.

Mr. ROBERTS. Reprieve is commonly understood to relate
to a case where a man is under sentence of death and before
the sentence has been executed. Now, it will be of no good
to a man to grant him a reprieve after his neck has been
stretched. A pardon is properly supposed to relate to a case
where a man is undergoing sentence and the sentence has not
expired.

Mr, SLAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that no ad-
ministrative official of the War Department has requested legis-
lation of this kind, I should like to ask the gentleman from
Massachusetts if he does not think it would be wise to exempt
the army entirely from the operation of the bill?

Mr. ROBERTS. I have stated repeatedly to the chairman of
the Committee on Military Affairs that if he will offer an amend-
ment striking out “military or,” in the first line, I will accept
it or let the House vote on it,

I yield to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Garnes] three
minutes.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I have had consider-
able experience in these desertion matters since I have been in
Congress. I was appalled when I learned of the dense ignorance
which exists of the fact that deserters are visited with a loss of
citizenship as a part of the penalty, sometimes in the most
trivial cases. I recall two or three examples, which I will give
you. The first was that of two brothers who deserted to go
home and marry two sisters, and as they were going back to
their post of duty they were arrested and court-martialed. That
is the way I remember the case. Another case was where a
young man wanted to go home to see his sick mother. He de-
serted and went home, saw her; and his brother after advising
him of the great wrong that he had done, put him on the train
and sent him back; and en route was arrested. He was court-
martialed, and my recollection is that he lost his citizenship.
He had no intention of finally deserting. He meant to go back
to his post. He had been a good citizen, of good standing and
good family. I have had other experiences in cases of all kinds,
some of them of the most trivial nature. A man convicted of
desertion is imprisoned, fined, humiliated, chastised in every
conceivable way except to take his life, and finally stripped of
his citizenship. This is a proposition to mitigate that in time
of peace, not in time of war. I am going to vote for the bill,
because I think the punishment is too great. In time of war it
may not be, but in time of peace it certainly is. Nearly every
case that has come under my observation has been a case not
of willful or malicious desertion. I recall a third case, that of
a young boy whose widowed mother married again. Ie then
slipped away and went into the navy against her will. After-
wards the stepfather died, leaving the mother a thousand miles
away from her friends and old home, solitary and alone. She
bkad in the meantime lost her eyesight. This boy deserted to go
to see his mother under those circumstances,

Mr. HULL of Iowa. If the gentleman will allow me, I can
state that in a case of that kind the boy did not need to desert;
he did not need to desert, because the law under such circum-
stances allows a soldier his discharge. 5

Mr, GAINES of Tennessee. This boy learned that his mother
was homeless, friendless, and penniless, and had lost her eye-
sight by waiting upon her unfortunate husband. When he was.
denied the privilege of going home to see her after he had en-
listed against her will, he was punished under this terrible law
because he did go. This law is too savage in time of peace;-
hence I am going to vote for the bill.

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield three minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. HurL], chairman of the Committee on Military,
Affairs.

Mr. HULL of Iowa. The statement of the gentleman from
Tennessee could not apply to the army, for the reason that some
years ago in an army bill

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I said this was in the navy.

Mr. HULL of Iowa. I do not know about the navy, but as I
was about to say, we have provided that in such cases as that
described by the gentleman from Tennessee, a boy shall be en-
titled to his discharge.

This bill is to me a very sudden proposition—to change a law
that has been on the statute book for a great many years. It
may be all right, but I am not sure of it. It is a proposition to
relieve all deserters from one of the severest penalties of the
law. Now, no man can enlist in the army under the age of 18
unless he commits perjury, because they will not take him
unless he satisfies them, either by his own affidavit or the cer-
tificate of his parents, that he is over 18 years of age, so that
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he is not an immature youth entirely. A great many desertions
come from men who have enlisted two or three times, who get
drunk, and rather than suffer the punishment for it desert;
men of 25 or 30 years af age, many of them.

I do not know how that is in the navy, but this proposition here
is to change the law. We of the military have no information
on the subject. I do not propose to amend the bill; it at least
leaves those that heretofore deserted from the army to take
the punishment as the law provided that they should take it. I
do not believe it is possible for the Secretary of the Navy to
exercise the pardoning power, and therefore I do not believe
that that section of the bill is of any benefit. I do believe that
the President has power in every individual case that is brought
to his attention to pardon a man and restore him to eitizenship.
The change of law affecting future action, exempting the en-
listed force of the navy and the army from loss of citizenship, is
effective because it is a repeal of the law to that extent, but
when you go further and take from the President, practically,
and give to one of his subordinates the pardoning power, I be-
lieve that you are going against the Constitution and that your
provision of law is not effective.

Mr, KELIHER. Is it not a fact that the President considers
these cases and decides them upon evidence furnished by the
departments?

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Without doubt. I think in almost every
case he would issue a pardon where the Secretary of the Navy
recommended it, but that does not give Congress the right to take
from the President the exercise of his constitutional power
and put it in the hands of a bureau chief.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Is not this a modification of the punisgh-
ment?

Mr. HULL of Iowa. It is a restoration of the rights of
citizenship. It is not a remission of punishment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Loss of citizenship is a punishment.

Mr. HULL of Towa. Certainly.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Has not the officer who approved the sen-
tence of the court-martial the right to modify the sentence?

Mr. HULL of Towa. In minor offenses, in some cases he
could. But the President himself can always modify or set aside
a sentence of a court-martial entirely.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Where the charge is desertion, is it not
a fact that the charge may be changed by a finding of the court-
martial of gnilty of absence without leave or, rather, the con-
viction might be for absence without leave instead of desertion?

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Of course, but neither the President
nor the commanding general would modify a court-martial un-
less the evidence was sufficient to sustain it.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Is it not a fact in many cases that the
courts-martial find young men of 18 or 20 years of age guilty
of absence without leave?

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Oh, perhaps so. -

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Dexey). The gentleman
from Massachusetts moves the previous question. i
3 TP;J; question was taken, and the previous question was or-

ered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question now is on the
amendment proposed by the committee.

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended.

On motion of Mr. Roperts, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was, upon his motion, laid upon
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will continue the
call of committees.

The Clerk resumed and completed the call of committees,

REFUND OF CERTAIN MONEYS TO HAWAIL

AMr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Claims which was passed without prejudice in the call of
committees, I move that the House now resolve itself into
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for
the consideration of the bill (H. R. 6145) to refund to the
Territory of Hawaii the amount expended in maintaining light-
house service on its coasts from the time of the organization
of the Terrtory until said light-house service was taken over by
the Federal Government.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
g’h?le House on the state of the Union, with Mr. MANN in the

alr.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of
the bill H. R. 6145, and the Clerk will read the bill,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the sum of $23,393.69 be, and the same is
hereby, appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, to be pald to the Territory of Hawall to reimburse
said Territory for mon id, laid out, and expended by said Terri-
tory in maintaining llgtﬁnses. bell buoys, and light-house service
on its coasts from the time said Territory became territory of the
United States until said light-houses, bell buoys, and light-house
service were transferred to and taken under the management and con-
trol of the Light-House Board. >

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, this is the unanimous report
from the Committee on Claims recommending the reimbursement
of the Hawaiian government of the sum of twenty-three thou-
sand and some dollars for moneys they expended from the time
they became a part of the territory of the United States until
the light-houses, and so forth, were turned over to the Light-
House Board. It has the unanimous report of the committee,
and also the indorsement of the Department of Commerce and
Labor. I move that the bill be laid aside with a favorable recom-
mendation. A

The motion was agreed to.

* Mr. MILLER. Mpyr. Chiarman, I move that the committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the House with the recom-
mendation that it do pass. .

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the committee rose, and the Speaker pro tempore
having resumed the chair, Mr. MaxwN, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported
that that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R.
6145) to refund to the Territory of Hawaii the amount expended
in maintaining light-house service on its coasts from the time
of the organization of the Territory until said light-house serv-
ice was taken over by the Federal Government, and had directed
him to report the bill back to the House with the recommenda-
tion that it do pass.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed. h

On motion of Mr. MILLER, & motion to reconsider the last vote
was laid on the table.

INVESTIGATION OF CONTROVERSIES AFFECTING INTERSTATE
COMMERCE,

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 15447) to
provide for the investigation of controversies affecting inter-
state commerce, and for other purposes.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker, pending that motion, T wonld
inquire if it is necessary to make some arrangement about dis-
cussion of the matter in the committee?

Mr. TOWNSEND. O, Mr. Speaker, I do not understand that
that is necessary. As I understand it, any gentleman is en-
titled to one hour's debate, although if it be the will of the
House I have no objection to setting the time.

Mr. ADAMSON. I bave no objection at all to proceeding in
the regular way. .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The guestion is on the motion
of the gentleman from Michigan that the House resolve itself
into Committee of the Whele House on the state of the Union
for the consideration of the bill H. R. 15447.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H. R. 15447) providing for the investigation of con-
troversies affecting interstate commerce, and for other purposes,
with Mr. OLusTED in the chair.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, efc., That whenever within any State or States, Terri-
tory or Territorles, or the District of Columbia a controversy concern-
ing wages, hours of labor, or conditions of employment shn.liv arise, by
reason of which controversy the transportation of the United States
mails, the tzgemtions. civil or military, of the Government of the United
Btates, or the free and regular movement of commerce among the sev-
eral States and with forei nations is, In the judgment of the Presi-
dent, interrupted or directly affected, or threatened with belng so in-
terrupted or directly affected, the President may, in his discretion, in-
quire into the same and investigate the causes h:emor, in accordance
with the provisions of this act.

Sec. 2. l?I:'l:.a.i: to this end the President may appoint a speclal com-
mission, not exceeding seven in number, of persons in his judgment
gpecially gnalified to conduct such an investigation. The Commissioner
of Labor shall be ex officio secremr[y of the commission, and shall keep
and preserve the proceedings of all commissions appointed under this

act.
Sec. 3. That such commission shall promptly organize, and, upon
glving reasonable notiee to the parties to the controversy, ’shal?.’ sither

1
at the seat of disturbance or elsewhere, as it may deem most expedi
proceed with all convenient dispateh to invenugite the causes of ;:Eg
controvers‘; and the remedy therefor,

Sec. 4. That the parties to the controversy shall be entitled to be

. present in person or by counsel during the investigation and skall be
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entitled to a hearing thereon, in accordance with such rules of pro-
cedure as the commission may adopt; but nothing in this section con-
tained shall be construed as entitling such parties to be present during
the consultations of the commission.

8ec. 5. That for the purposes of this act the commission, or any one
ecommissioner, shall have power to administer oaths and affirmations, to
sign subpenasg, to require the testimony of witnesses either by attend-
ance in person or by deposition, and to require the production of such
books, papers, contracts, ajfreements, and documents as may be deemocd
essential to a just determination of the matters under investigation ;
and to this end the commission may invoke the aid of the courts of the
United States to compel witnesses to attend and testify and to produce
such books, papers, contracts, a ents, and documents; and for the
purposes of this section it shall vested with the same powers, to the
same extent and under the same conditions and penalties, as are vested
in the Interstate Commerce Commission by the act to regulate com-
merce, approved February 4, 1887, and the acts amendatory thereof
and in addition thereto, and all acts which may hpreafter be enacted
amendatory thereof or supplemental thereto; and it shall be the duty
of the sald courts of the Unlited States to render said commission the
same aid, to the same extent and under the same conditions, as is pro-
vided by said acts in ald of sald Interstate Commerce Commission, and
witnesses examined as aforesaid shall be subject to like duties as pro-
vided In said acts, but no witness shall be required to give any testl-
mony Incriminating himself, nor shall he be given any immunity: Pro-
vided, That no testimony given by him before any commission or com-
missioner shall be nsed as evidence against him in any criminal Pmceed-
ings in any court, except In a prosecution for perjury commit in gliv-
Ing such testimony.

Sec. 6. That for the purposes of this act the commission may, when-
ever it deems it expedient, employ one or more competent experts to
examine accounts, books, or official reports, or to examine and regort on
any matter materinl to the investigation In which such nation
and report may be deemed of substantial assistance.

Sec. 7. That having made such investigation and ascertained the
facts connected with the controversy into which It was appointed to
Inguire, the commission shall, with all convenient dispatch, formulate
its report thereon, setting forth the canses of the same, locating, so
far as may be, the responsibility therefor, and making such specific
recommendations as shall in its judgment put an end to such contro-
versy or disturbance and prevent a recurrence thereof, suggesting any
legislation which the case may seem to require.

Sec., 8. That the report of such commisslon ghall forthwith be trans-
mitted to the President and by him communicated, with such comments
or further recommendations as he may see fit to make, to the principal
E:rtles responsible for the controversy or involved therein, and shall

duly transmitted to Congress for its Information and action.

Sec. 9. That the commission may from time to time make or amend
such general rules or orders as may be deemed appropriate for the
order and regulation of its investigations and proceedings and adopt
forms of notices and rules for service thereof.

Sec. 10, That the President is anthorized and empowered to fix a
reasonable compensation, not to exceed $30 per day, for services, to be
paid to the members of the commission from the Treasury at such times
and In such manner as he shall direct. The commission ghall have
authority to employ and fix the compensation of such employees as it
may fin necessnr% to the proper performance of its dutles, subject to
the approval of the Becretary of Commerce and Labor. The commis-
sion shall be furnished by the Secretary of Commerce and Labor with
suitable offices and all necessary office supplles. Witnesses summoned
before the commission shall be paild the same fees and mileage that are
pald to witnesses in the courts of the United States. All of the ex-
penses of the commissicn, including all mecessary expenses for trans-
Bnrmtion ineurred by the commissioners or by their employees under

ielr orders in making any Investigation under this act, shall be allowed
and paid on the presentation of itemized vouchers therefor approved b
ibe chairman of the commission and the Secretary of Commerce anﬁ

abor.

8ec, 11, That no commission appointed under this act shall continue
{Er a iperlod of over three mon from the date of the appointment

ereof.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman
rise? !

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. Chairman, I rise to make
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Under what conditions can
an amendment be offered to some of the provisions of the bill?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that this is only the
first reading of the bill. It will be read later by sections for
purposes of amendment.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Chairman, I am deeply sensible of
the fact that there are times when complainants from all over
the country are demanding of their attorneys in faet, the Con-
gressmen, the introduction and passage of Dbills intended to
cure the various real or imaginary ills from which they either
suffer or think they suffer, and while T am a firm believer in
respresentative government, and thoroughly convinced of the
wisdom of that Congressman who heeds and obeys mature and
intelligent public sentiment, yet I am in sympathy with that
conservatism which pauses to thoroughly analyze these various
complaints in order to determine whether they are the demands
of mature and intelligent opinion or the products of doctrinaires,
or, what is worse, of aggrieved and disappointed men and or-
ganizations who seek the aid of government to accomplish
some selfish end.

_Since I have been a Member of this House I have at times
been impatient at what appeared like procrastination of the
National Legislature in dealing with matters which seemed to
me of pressing necessity, but when I have considered the magni-

tude of the work that is always before it, the effect of legisla-
tion upon existing conditions and institutions, the fallibility of
the legislator himself, I have pecome convinced of the fact that
only after mature deliberation on full information should the
Government enter that realm which constitutes individual con-
duct and action. On the other hand, it is the duty of Congress
when properly informed to legislate fearlessly yet righteously
in the interest of the people.

It is true that nearly all great measures of legislation abridge
the claimed right of some individual or organization. * Thou
shalt not steal " enacted into law denies to the thief the prac-
tice of his profession. “Thou shalt not” as a legal enactment
bars the door of opportunity to every man who would break
that commandment. But in the interest of the common good
the proclamation is made, and upon its enforcement depend
those other rights essential to the general welfare.

The measure which I present to the House to-day is one
born of the very necessities of our present industrial condition.
It is not a prohibition of any act or right. It is designed to
investigate matters of conduct affecting the publie, which mat-
ters are in the process of evolution and are ethical as well as
industrial and not sufficiently developed to admit of positive
legislation defining what is right and prohibiting “what is
Wrong.

In the story of the growth and development of the United
States nothing is more prominent or of greater importance than
those pages which contain the record of industrial life. The
student will notice a marvelous change in the relations of
capital and labor when he compares the present with any period
prior to 1870. Originally there was no general line of separa-
tion between the employer and his employee; side by side in the
shop and factory they worked. Their families were social
equals and their wants and desires were practically common,
but as time passed on the master came less and less in contact
with his servants. Machinery was introduced and its iron
music tended to destroy the gentler tones of human sympathy.
As business grew, the overseer and superintendent met the men
more frequently than did the proprietor, and after a while the
only time the workman saw his employer was when the latter
rode in liveried splendor through the streets. In time the
laborer came to believe that his interests were hostile to those
of his employer. A condition arose under which men were
measured by units of horsepower, and the workman knew little
of the business in which he was engaged except that covered by
the particular machine about which he revolved. Under the
excuse of cheapening the cost of production manufacturers
combined in an effort to produce under a common management,
and the greater the combination the wider became the distance
between master and servant. Complete combinations have not
been made, but the tendency is in that direction, and when the
factory on the Pacific coast is controlled by the director in New
York not only will a continent intervene between master and
servant, but a distance as wide as that between the poles will
separate their sympathies and desires,

Combinations of capital have compelled the organization of
labor, and individual action on the part of either employer or
employee is becoming more and more infrequent. That capital
has certain rights necessary to its existence can not be success-
fully denied. That labor has a right to a fair share of the value
it creates, I assume is equally true. In its efforts to obtain
these conceded rights each of the parties, through organizations,
at times demands more than its just share, and not infrequently
both parties claim what is unreasonable and unjust. If in all
cases of disputes the parties directly involved were the only
ones affected, the Government might well wait until the rela-
tions between capital and labor were sufficiently established to
admit of law enactments defining what has been found to be
right and prohibiting violations thereof, but there is another
and larger interest than that represented by the contending
parties. I refer to the general welfare, and the more complete
the combination of capital, the more general the organization of
labor, the more serious may be the injury to the public in cases
of lockouts and strikes.

Labor troubles during recent years are so fresh in the memo-
ries of all as to revive the suffering and loss to the people, over
which they had no control and under which they were helpless
to protect themselves. The anthracite coal strike of 1902 is a
case in poinf. A large portion of the anthracite coal mines were
closed for months as a consequence of a strike by their em-
ployees. Labor contended for certain conditions and wages, to
which it insisted it was entitled, and eapital refused to concede
these demands. As a result, factories and shops, schools and
churches, homes and public places were denied the fuel which
to them was the “ bread of life.” Business men grew old under
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the weight of suspense, women and helpless children suffered
from the freezing cold; in many localities, driven to despair by
lack of fuel, people became what the law calls *“*criminals” by
taking coal from ears by force. Millions of dollars were lost
irretrievably to business, and the innocent suffered everywhere.
Coal operators lost heavily, but the enhanced price of coal to
consumers partially compensated this loss,

Labor formerly employed by the suspended collieries were de-
nied their wages for months, and they and their families suf-
fered greatly, although other laborers contributed somewhat of
their earnings and savings to relieve such want and suffering,
but some one paid the loss. After months of suspense and dis-
tress public sentiment became so much aroused that the Presi-
dent felt it his duty to intervene and demand a settlement. He
succeeded finally and after great effort In inducing the contend-
ing parties to submit their differences to arbitration. A com-
promise was the result, order was restored, and industry was
revived. These conditions were not secured, however, until law
and order had been disturbed, the general welfare opposed, and
disaster inflicted upon the people. No prineiple was established
beneficial to either of the parties in the controversy as a result
of the strike except such as were brought about by the arbitra-
tion. Had the commission been called into existence under au-
thority of law at the beginning of the strike untold misery would
have been averted and millions of dollars would have been saved
to the people.

The recent telegraphers’ strike, of regrettable memory, would
have resulted in less disaster to the public had a commission
been authorized to secure and publish the causes, but great as
were the injuries of this strike to the people they were insig-
nificant in comparison with what they might have been had the
telegraphers been better organized. That they will effect a
stronger organization in the future there can be no reasonable
doubt.

I could cite many more cases if it were necessary, but gentle-
men will recall them withount suggestion from me.

It is sufficient to state that during the twenty-five years
from 1881 to 1905, both inclusive, there were in the United
States 86,757 strikes, involving 181,407 establishments; 6,728,048
strikers and 8,703,824 employees were thereby put out of em-
ployment. Sufficient facts are not at hand, and my imagination
fails to estimate the loss to capital and labor by these dis-
turbances. The bureaus of Government have no means for
measuring the pains of want and suffering, neither is it possible
to calculate shocks to the Republic caused by tyranny and dis-
order. We know that millions of dollars have been lost to
those directly involved, and billions more have been denied to a
helpless public.

I am not suggesting that the pending measure would affect
any considerable number of the class of strikes included in the
above list, nor do I wish to be understood as saying that all
gtrikes are unnecessary under our industrial conditions, nor
do I for one moment believe that muech good has not been the
result of many strikes. The direct object sought by the strike
has not frequently been obtained, but the progress of labor has
been almost continuous, and out of conflict its rights have been
gradually evolved.

I would not invoke the ecommission except in cases where
the public welfare is greatly involved, and then not to the detri-
ment either of honest labor or honest capital, but for the good
of the people, of whom the laborer and the employer are parts.

This bill practically as it is now was reported to the Fifty-
ninth Congress. Opportunity for a full hearing was given all
organizations of capital and labor; indeed, they were invited
through the press and many of them by personal letters from
members of the Committee on Intersate and Foreign Commerce.
Mr. Hal Smith, of the Michigan Manufacturers’ Association;
Mr. Garfield, Secretary of the Interior; and Mr. Neilll, Commis-
sioner of Labor, appeared before the committee. Seth Low, of
New York; Professor Clark, of the Columbia University; and
Charles Francis Adams, of Massachusetts, wrote letters commend-
ing the principles of the bill. In fact, all who expressed them-
selves favored this or a similar measure, with perhaps the pos-
sible exception of Mr. Smith, from Michigan, who stated that
he had had much correspondence with the members of his or-
ganization and all had been favorable to the measure, unless
it should be consirued to mean that the commission would be
inclined to investigate the private affairs of every concern hav-
ing troubles, no matter how small.

I was particularly careful to send notice to either the sec-
retary or president of all the leading labor organizations. Fur-
thermore, Mr. Fuller, the accredited representative of four
national railroad employees’ organizations, was present at the
hearings before the committee having his bill in charge on
Tuesday, January 15, 1907, and was asked if he, as a representa-

tive of his organizations, desired to be heard, and he testified
as follows:

Mr. FULLER. I would say, Mr. Chairman and Mr. TowxsEND, that 1
represent the brotherhoods and emplogeea, but we have not taken any
Euceed.lngs in this matter, and therefore I do not want to have any-

ing to say in rgﬁurd to it.

Mr. SteveExs. You think your people are covered by other legisla-
tion—the arbitration act passed some ¥ears ago?

Mr. RicHArDsSOX. The Phillips Act

uf!r. FuLLER. We have simply not taken any position on this particular

The CHAIRMAN. Have those organizations been advised by you, Mr.
Fuller, that this legislation is pending?

Mr. FULLER. Yes, sir; and I understand they have been advised by
Mr. TowNsEND also. If you will excuse me, I will state that the execu-
tive heads of the organization which I represent are busily engaged now,
as you doubtless all know, with the wage question In the western coun-
try, and it is a very hard matter for them to tfet into another question
at the same tlme. They have been acquainted with the fact that this
bill had been introduced and that hearings will be held upon it.

Mr. MANN., Wonld they want to submlit their side of the wage gues-
tlon to a commission appointed by the President, or do they prefer to
make that contest themselves?

Mr. Well, Mr. Chairman and Mr. MAxN, I would not care
to go into any discussion of the matter at all.

. KEXNEDY. I suppose, Mr. FULLER, unless the union you represent
act upon the matter gendln you are not authorized to take any posi-
tion yourself independent of their instructions, are you?

Mr. FULLER. Well, I am, ges' if I thought proper.

Mr. RicHARDSON. I thought, Atr. Fuller, that you were acting In &
representative capacity for your organizations here, and that you ad-

them what you think, do you not?

Mr. FuLLer, Of course I express my opinlon as to legislation; yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Fuller, I want to ask you, you represent ns I
understand it, four labor organizations, national in their character?

Mr. FuLLER. Yes, slr.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, have you Informed those organizations of this
E:n;l;ng legislation so they are informed that the matter is pending

is

Mr. FuLLER. Yes; I have already stated that I had.

Mr. RicHARDSON. Have you given them an oplolon, if I have a right
to ask, about this?

Mr. FurLLEr. I have. If you gentlemen will exense me, If we are

lng to take nn{ position on the bill we will express it, but unless we

dtzléti I do not care to have anything to say. (Hearings, on pp. 21
and .

And again on the same day Mr. Fuller, at the close of Mr.
Smith’s statement, volunteered the following (p. 26) :

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, If you will allow me to say a word with-
out vfnl.ux into the details of the matter, I would like to k a word,
in view of the statements made by the gentleman, that while we have
taken no position u%on this, we do not want to be understood that the

ublic has not a right to protect itself. If the gentleman's association
eels tha wnir, I want to say that they are dissimilar to our position
in re to it. The absence of our test].monf or our argument to this
bill does not necessarily mean that the publie has no volce or should
'&a\*e ;m volce or Interest in these troubles. On the contrary, we think
ey have.

Mr. BArTLETT. You represent an organization that is peculiarly asso-
ciated with the public utilities. That is true, is It not?

Mr, FoLLErR. We think ourselves, Mr. Chairman, that so long as indl-
viduals can settle their difficulties and do it r%h and the public does
not saffer undulé it is better to have it done that way. I belleve we
all agree as to that. I believe the best government is the government
that governs the least; but there may come a time when that can not be
done, and the public have an interest in it, and we feel the public have
a right in these cases to ask Congress for legislation, regardless of what
we or our opponents feel.

Mr. RicHArRDSON. You do not believe in compulsory arbitration?

Mr. FourLiEn. No, sir. Compulsory arbitration 18 a misnpomer. It
would mean slavery to the working classes of the country.

Full, free, and unlimited opportunity was given to every man
to be heard on the bill. Sound and convineing reasons were pre-
sented showing the wisdom and necessity of the legislation. The
bill was reported late in the session more for the purpose of get-
ting the matter before the country than with the idea of enact-
ing it into law in the Fifty-ninth Congress.

At the beginning of the Sixtieth Congress I introduced the bill
reported to the last Congress, and after long consideration by
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, during
which several amendments were made, I introduced on January
28 last the amended bill, and on February 3, 1908, it was re-
ported to the House, and is now before us. Until February 3,
the day the bill was reported, no one appeared before the com-
mittee in opposition to the measure, and on that day nothing
was addressed to the committee, although one Member read
portions from a personal letter to him from a celebrated labor
leader showing that the writer had objections to the bill.

The bill is here and is intended to supply a remedy from pos-
sible, nay probable, intolerable wrongs to the publie.

It provides that in cases of great disturbance between em-
ployer and employee involving great federal rights, and in cases
where such disturbances are imminent, the President may ap-
point a commission of qualified men, not more than seven in
number, to investigate the conditions, with a view to determin-
ing in a fair and impartial manner the cause of the same, and to
make such suggestions as to a remedy as the determined facts
will warrant. Provision is made for taking testimony which
shall be made public. A report is made to the President, who
transmits it to Congress.
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This is not compulsory arbitration, for neither party is legally
bound to abide the decision of the commission. It is compulsory
only as public sentiment makes it so. The commission is
temporary. It can exist only for three months. A new commis-
sion will be created for each new occasion; and this I8 wise, for
a commission gualified to hear and determine one case might not
be the best to investizgate another. That a commission would be
more effective than the same power exercised by a bureau officer
there can be, it seems to me, no possible question. Furthermore,
this power conferred upon a bureau would necessarily weaken
the department.

There is no existing law which may be applied in all cases
that might come under ihe proposed law. The Erdman or
Phillips Act of 1898 applies only to railroad controversies, and
can only be invoked at the request of one of the parties. The
people have no voice in the controversy, no matter how long
the disturbance may be protracted, no matter how much the
public welfare may be injured. It is clear that neither party
would care to invoke the commission, lest such action would
be taken as a confession of weakness. Great strikes are com-
ing to be contests of physical and tinancial endurance, in which
the weaker, whetlier right or wrong, must eventually sur-
render. With eapital combining extensively until it shall com-
prise practically all of a given industry, with labor organizing
to include a large portion of the skilled workmen, who can
foresee the awful consequences which may come to the country
in a blind, selfish struggle for supremacy between these forces?
Must the people sit by and wateh a contest destructive to their
most sacred rights and be powerless to act even in self-defense?

The Bureau of Corporations has no power to reach these
controversies, and was not created to deal with them. Ifs use-
fulness would be destroyed if it attempted to perform the work
conferred by this bill upon the commission.

Some few manufacturers, actuated by the desire to crush
out all labor unions, may be opposed to the pending measure.
They believe that they can combine all capital in opposition to
the closed shop, and through the tortures of cold and hunger
can finally accomplish their desire. Certain labor leaders, who
care more for their high-salaried jobs than they do for the
actual welfare of the laborer, insist that labor unions are soon
to be strong enough to tie up all industry until it shall grant
these lenders every demand. In other words, tortures worse
than those of the Inquisition, destruetion worse than that
wrought by pestilence or panic, are to be brought upon the
comntry and its people in order to settle some dispute which
frequently needs but the sunlight of publicity in order that it
shall be dispelled.

The great mass of employers, the great army of wage-workers,
as well as the great majority of labor leaders are honest men.
They want only what is right. The proposed bill would enable
the right to prevail and that without violence or want or suf-
fering.

The value of the measure will depend upon the infrequency
with which it will be used. No President will dare to create a
commission unless the necessities of the country demand it
The findings of the commission would net be binding upon the
parties unless such findings were righteous, and then public
opinion alone would enforce the judgment.

Whenever the conditions suggested by me shall arise the
matters will be investigated as they have been in the past, and
for myself T prefer to have such investigation made under
aunthority of law, whereby principles of lasting importance may
be established and endunring progress made in industrial condi-
tions rather than force the innocent to suffer until a condition
similar to a state of war shall finally compel the President
without warrant of law to intervene in the interest of life and
property.

Honest organized labor has nothing to fear. Its cause is just,
and public opinion is with it. I know of no great controversy
in recent years where, so far as the causes have been made
public, a commission would not have been highly beneficial to
labor. Organizations of labor are not afraid of hostile legis-
lation. They are persistently before Congress asking for laws
in their interests. Some of the greatest questions to be brought
before the Congress in the coming years will be those urged by
labor. Is it not of the highest importance that its demands
ghall be just and that it shall have the approval of an intelli-
gent public sentiment? Under recent court decisions labor has
Jost ground which it has heretofore occupied as a matter of
right. It will need public approval to regain such ground and
to make further advancement.

I believe that labor can afford to court the widest and freest
investigation. It may result in changing some leaders, but the
change will be highly beneficial.

The demagogue, whether as a leader of organized labor, a
ward heeler, or a member of Congress, is the worst enemy that
labor has to-day. He exploits it for his own selfish ends, and
you take away its support and he will reveal himself as its
open enemy instead of its secret foe.

But, Mr. Chairman, whatever may be the effect upon em-
ployers and employees, it is our duty to legislate for the people.
Special interests, however powerful, must, if needs be, give way
to the public good. Neither capital nor labor would be safe
nnder a government controlled by any other principle.

‘When the public good is seriously threatened or actually in-
vaded the people have a right to be heard in their own cause.
They have a right to know why necessities of life are de-
nied them; why their business is ruined; why their loved ones
are made to suffer; why their very government is threatened.
Under such conditions strikes have passed beyond the confines
of labor organizations and combinations of capital and have
entered the realm of the general welfare,

Mr. Chairman, he is blind indeed who does not see the signs
of the times and deaf who does not hear portentous rumblings.

I am informed that great coal-mine operators are storing up
a year's supply of coal, to be held for an emergency. Other
captains of industry are guarding against possible great con-
tingencies. TLabor will soon be so organized and captained
that half a dozen men can put out every fire of certain great
industries, stop the wheels of every locomotive, and silence
every keyboard in the United States. One year ago the country
did not know how nearly it came to experiencing the tying up
of every railroad west of Chicago. Let a strike come to the
coal miners again and the operators can sell their surplus to the
publie, but it will be at a price beyond the reach of the poor
and unjust to all. The agreements between coal operators and
employees will expire shortly. We should act now.

Let us pass this bill, and he whose cause is just will have no
reason for fear, but he who imposes unjust conditions or exacts
what is unreasonable will hesitate to be exposed to public dis-
approval, and hence will yield to compromise rather than be
forced into submission by popular opinion.

We simply ask by this bill for fair, just, and impartial pub-
licity of those causes which bring disaster to the people whom
we serve,

Mr. Chairman, this bill, as I have said before, iad the serious
consideration of our committee, It was not rushed through, but
was before the committee not only in the Fifty-ninth Congress,
at which time the widest publicity was given and the greatest
and most general invitation extended to all interested, but we
took it up again in the Sixtieth Congress. I myself believe that
this is in the interest of the people, and that we as their repre-
sentatives can afford to do nothing less than protect their
interests to the utmost of our ability. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ADAMSON. I shall ask, Mr. Chairman, to print as a part
of my remarks the views of the minority.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent to print as part of his remarks the views of the
minority of the committee. Is there objection? [After a
pause,] The Chair hears none.

VIEWS OF THE MINORITY.

We do not agree with the majority of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce in the report on the bill * To provide for the
investigation of controversies affecting Interstate commerce, and other

urposes.”” - v

he bill in effect practically results in compmulsory arbitration. It
relies upon a manufactured and unsafe opinion, induced l;f clrenm-
stances, to coerce a party Into submission. We earnestly believe that
under our republican form of government any kind of foree in the
long run is less effective in producing desirable results In controversies
or strikes than voluntary consultation and deliberation. We believe
that the best results achieved In matters embraced in this bill is by
an appeal to reason and a fairly formed public opinion and not to the
powers of a commission bristling with penalties and fines,

Power given in section 6 of this bill to the commission to appoint
“experts with authority to examine accounts, books, or official reports,
or to examine and report on anything material to the investigation
in which such an investigation and report may be deemed of substan-
tial value " is too breoad, and is undoubtedly inquisitorial fa its char-
acter. No legitimate and lawfully conducted business would be fres
from the searching examination of its private business affairs, It would
li.:,l gu d?ﬂngerous weapon in the hands of a rival to destroy his competitor

siness.

The sophistry of the blll Is manifest in this: That the President
should invoke the power givem him when a controversy or dispute
arises which affects * the transportation of the United States mail.”
It is known to everyome that the statutes of the Government are most
ample in power and in t]:mmlties to guard against any interferemce with
the transportation of the United Btates mails. Any interference with
the movement of our mails, as has been demonstrated in the past few
years of the history of ounr countrz. by controversy, strike, or other-
wise, can be promptly and efficiently met by the strong arm of the
Government. dent needs no commission to a
the “eivil or military ™ operations of the
interfered with or lnterrupted.

him when
Government are




118

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

DEcEMBER 10,

We object to the bill because in theory it proceeds upon false
premlises. We do not believe, as the bill contends, that all controversies
and strikes are unjustified, wrong, and unnecessary. No one can
hardly be found who will contend that all disputes, controversies, or
strikes between employers and employees are unnecessary, unjusttiled.
and without beneficial results, but yet this bill provides in section 7
that the commission appointed by the President should recommend
such legislation as will * put an end to such controversy and disturb-
ance as will prevent a recurrence thereof, suggesting any legislation
which the case may seem to require.” If the strike and controversy
was of benefit, as certainly is the case sometimes, then why Invoke
legielation to prevent a * recurrence?"

Ve contend that ample authority and groﬂslon to make inves -
tion and develop facts in conpection with controversies and disputes
gmvided for in this bill is vested in the Commission of the Bureau of

orporations, in the Department of Commerce and Labor, and there is
no occasion to duplicate this work and expenses incident thereto when
ample authority under the statute alreadﬁ exists,

e contend that while in name this bill does not appear to favor
compulsory arbitration of disputes between employer and emplofee,
it is intended to accomplish that result and might as well bear the title.

We do not see how Congress has the power to grant to a commis-
slon, not judicial in its nature, and which co ssion Is not given an
authority or power to render judgment between parties interested,
but simply to investigate the facts and report them to the President,
can Invest such a tribunal with power and authority to compel the
attendance of witnesses and to apply to the courts of the country to

enforce its purposes. The bill does not give the commission wer
to enforce its process or purposes by summons or subpena otutml"j
n

get the bill does give the commission power to ask aid of the
tates courts so to do. We do not believe that the court under the
Constitution can be given the power to exercise such
this, which means e foreing of individuals or artificial persons,
whether employees, employer, or employers, to submit to an investi-
gation at the hands of such a commission, which is not judicial and
which is not clothed with any power by the Congress. If this can be
done, then there is no unbridled length to which Congress may not
go in interfering with or investigating the individual affairs of the

citizens of the country.

This bill, if enacted into a statute, will be detrimental to the
exercise of the prerogatives of the courts of the country.

We contend that the fundamental idea gmvalling on the subject of
arbitration or conciliation of differences between parties is the idea
of voluntary submission, not forced submission, either d
directly. henever rt)art!es in a civilized community ecan mnot by
themselves adjust their differences or have them adjusted, then the
only tribunal in a government of law and order that should determine
the difference is the courts of justice in our cﬂnntrﬁ.

The authority given the commission under this bill applies as much
to disputes about wages or other differences aris between parties
eniiagod altogether in agricultural pursuits as it would apply to a
strike similar to the Pullman strike which took place some years ago
or to the anthracite strike of 1802. It can rea i!g be comprehended
how a dispute arising between the farmer and his laborers about
wages could fall under the jurisdiction of the commission Erovided
for in this bill, because it could be easily demonstrated that the prod-
ucts of the farm enter into the interstate commerce and constitute a
part thereof.

One of the greatest evils menacing to—dnf the peace of the country
iz federal and state interference with the individoal rights and inter-
est of the citizen. It is to the best interest of the people that the
Federal Government should not inveoke its authority except on well-
defined, well-established lines looking to the preservatlon of peace and
the interest of the people throughout all the country.

R. C. DAVEY.,
W. C. ADAMSON.
WiLLiaM H. RYAN.
WiILLIAM RICHARDSON.
C. L. BARTLETT.

VIEWS OF MR. LOVERING.

The bill reported by the majority of the committee, In that it prac-
tically provides for compulsory arbitration, threatwens the personal
libertf', which under the Constitution is the inaliensble right of every
American citizen.

Neither employer nor employee calls for such legislation.

When a controversy reaches such proportions as to be a publie
menace there is already law enough and executive power enough to
meet the situation.

The bill looks to further indefinite legislation with the purpose of
compelling submission to the findings of a commission.

I therefore respectfully dissent.

> Wua. C. LOVERING.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Chairman, the minority of the commit-
tee differ and dissent from the ideas so ably presented by my dis-
tingnished friend and colleague from Michigan, representing
the majority of the committee. His initial assertion that it
is not compulsory arbitration is challenged outright by us. It is
a provision that, without the consent of any persons interested
in the controversy, a commission may be created in the discre-
tion of the President, and that all parties shall be compelled
to submit to an investigation by that commission and submit
books, papers, business secrets, details, and everything else to its
investigation. They are compelied to do that. If a party sees
proper to absent himself from the sessions of the commission,
he may do so, provided he produces everything called for by the
commission ; but the investigation goes on, nevertheless, and his
interests suffer if there is to be anything detrimental to his
interests in that investigation. Now, peace and harmony are
beauntiful conditions in domestic, social, and political life,
whether in the family, in society, or in the State.

A good method to secure them is that blessed old resort
known throughout the ages as “Accord and satisfaction.” When
men drawn together by mutual concession and mutual discus-
sion agree upon their differences and establish concord, substan-
tial and lasting, a high state of satisfaction is secured. Arbi-

rerogatives as

Iy or in-

tration has often been resorted to as a substitute for litigation
in the courts. Human experience has established that when
you fail in your efforts at “accord and satisfaction,” the proper
course is_to rely on the justice of your fellow-men—the estab-
lished courts of your couniry—get your lawyer and go squarely
into the fight. Then you have been tried by properly consti-
tuted tribunals. Then you are forced ultimately to abide by the
result, because as citizens of your country you have originally
consented that you will do that. Now, Mr. Chairman, the prop-
osition in this bill is that something should be done to which
you have never consented and may never consent—that the
Government of your country, the President of your country,
may appoint a tribunal to investigate your case, report and
make public its findings, and recommend legislation about it,
regardless of your wishes or presence.

Admitting as my friend from Michigan in the report of the
committee, and in his argument does admit, that the finding
ought not to be enforced by compulsory judgment, he enters
into a beautiful laudation of the power of public opinion, a
greater and more powerful method, he thinks and will tell youn,
than any enforcement of the finding by process of law. Ie
proposes after having compelled these laborers in any sort of
dispute as to wages or condition or treatment or anything else
to submit to this inquisitorial investigation against their con-
sent, and then while he beautifully says it is not compulsory
arbitration, the report is to be made to the President, to Con-
gress, given to the country, to the press, and the people; and
you have only to look at his own powerful description of the
powers and terrors of public opinion to agree with me that it -
is compulsory arbitration of the most conclusive character.
There is in this whole thing a line of differentiation which,
with my little knowledge of law, I can not understand and I do
not believe any other man with my limitations can understand
it, and that is that a man because he is laboring in any line of
life that touches interstate or postal affairs should be subjected
to a different prineciple or rule of government and action to that
applicable to him in any other line of business.

If he is in any business not touching interstate commerce or
postal affairs, this inguisitorial proceeding would be wrong;
but if he is hired to do work in this capacity or to the Govern-
ment itself in postal affairs, then he must submit to this pro-
ceeding. Mr, Chairman, the character of employer is just the
same when the Government employs a man as when the
humblest citizen in the United States employs him. The rela-
tion of employer and employee exists no matter what the offi-
cial or corporate character of one or the other may be, and the
principles which regulate the conduct and agreement and settle-
ment between them should be precisely the same, whether one be
the Government of the United States and the other the humblest
citizen in the land and whether it be local or domestic business
in any community or whether it affects the commerce between
the States of the Union. The jurisdiction may be affected and
differ under different conditions, but the rights and principles
are the same, If the conditions are to be changed, the funda-
mental principles of law to be overturned by this mad craze
to try to make interstate commerce and postal service a pre-
text for interposition in all the affairs of mankind, the result
will be that men will not go into these occupations.

If they are to lose their freedom, if they are to be deprived of
their consent and volition, if the conditions are to be changed
under which they work and settle and contend for their rights,
then men will avoid these employments, and their initial em-
pleyment, if ever secured, will command higher wages, and in
that sense only would it be beneficial to the employed. But,
Mr. Chairman, under this bill the minute he goes to work, al-
though it may be at a munificent salary, it may be reduced im-
mediately, and if he resists he may be subjected fo this investi-
gaiion, and he is deceived and fooled into slavery. Now, Mr.
Chairman, my good friend says there is to be no process of law
to enforce the judgment. It either means something or it ought
not to take up the time of this House and the country. If it
does not mean to effect what it is aiming at, if it does not mean
to suppress these differences, if it does not mean to adjust or
dispose of them, there is no sense in it and there is no use for it,
By what means does it propose to do it? This commission re-
ports to the President and suggests further legislation. If popu-
lar opinion does not intimidate the party into submission, then
popular clamor following the recommendation of additional
legislation, and the publicity that my friend lauds so much
will demand that as the next step in the iniguitous proceeding
Congress will pass laws seeking either to enforce the finding or
prevent a recurrence of the trouble, If it does not mean that, it
does not mean anything on earth.

Where parties fail to agree for the good of the public T favor
arbitration, especially in matters largely affecting the publie,
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but it is not proper to force American citizens against their
will to submit their disputes to the investigation of anybody.
I would be glad to vote for a law in harmony with the plat-
form of my party and the Iegal experience and practice of
mankind providing for the voluntary submission to arbitra-
tion of all disputes subject to federal jurisdiction. Then, when
the award i3 made it should be enforced by law under the
power and authority of the courts, just as is now done and as
always has been done in the States and in civilized countries
gince the reign of law began. To force a party into an investi-
gation, compel him to disclose his hand, and expose to the pub-
liec the secrets and details of his conduct and business would
be an outrageous innovation on legal procedure; a cruel trav-
esty on the use of governmental functions, and it would only
aggravate the cruel injustice to say that it is not a legal pro-
ceeding, but only gathering the news. I would not consent to
exposing a party to the public gaze through a forced investiga-
iion and then leave him the victim and prey to popular fury
and yellow journalism any more than I would consent to Iynch
law. We already have law enough fo authorize adequate in-
vestigation. If we want to provide for arbitration, let us do
80 according to the principles of justice and the methods ap-
proved by the legal precedents and the experience of mankind.

This scheme does not possess the merit nor wear the garb
of honesty and candor which characterize the old proceeding to
“gecure discovery ™ in aid of other remedies,

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I consumed?

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman has consumed ten minutes.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Chairman, I have another matter in
which I am engaged, and to which I must give my attention,
and I wish to transfer to my colleague on the committee, the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Riciarpsox], the balance of my
time,

Mr. PRINCE. Before the gentleman yields the floor I would
like to ask him a question. On page 10 of the report, under
the *“ Views of the minority,” I find this langnage:

We contend that ample anthority and provision to make investiga-
tion and develop facts in connection with controversies and disputes

rovided for in this bill is vested in the commission of.the Bureau of

orporations, in the Department of Commerce and Labor, and there is
no oceasion to duplleate this work and expenses incident thereto when
ample anthority under the statute already exists.

I wish the gentleman would state more fully than he does in
his views, if that paragraph is in accordance with the facts and
with the law now on the statute books.

Mr. ADAMSON. That is our understanding, Mr. Chairman.
We had the statutes before us af the time. We were settled
in the opinion that that statement is substantially true. I have
not those documents before me, but my friend from Alabama
[Mr. Rrcaarpsox] and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Ryax] will read from the provisions for the satisfaction of the
gentlemen of the committee.

I understand, Mr. Chairman, that any gentleman who gets
the floor will be entitled to an hour, and I wish to yield to the
gentleman from Alabama the balance of my time in addition to
his own. Other gentlemen have also signed the dissenting
;p!nlon, and I will be glad if they would also discuss the sub-

ect.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. ApAM-
sox ] having yielded the remainder of his time to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Ricaarpsox], the gentleman from Alabama
is recognized for forty-nine minutes.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I am entitled to an hour
by reason of my being a member of the committee,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is entitled to forty-nine
minufes yielded to him by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
ApAMsON].

Mr. RICHARDSON. He ylelded me his own time, and that is
in addition to the time to which I am entitled as a member of
the committee.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I understand that ecan be done by unani-
mous consent. I want the gentleman from Alabama to have
all the time he needs, but I do not imagine he will want an hour
and forty-nine minutes if every other man is going to talk on
the same subject.

AMr. RICHARDSON, I think the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Towxsexp] made the statement that each member of the
comm;ttee is entitled to one hour. That is all I am claiming for
myself,

Mr., ADAMSON. With that understanding, I yielded to the
gentleman the balanee of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr, Ricaarpsox] for forty-nine minutes, yielded to
him by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. ApamsoN].

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, probably a very brief
reference to the history of this bill might be of some service in

connection with the very recent past. This bill, as I look upon
it, is one of the most important, far-reaching, and dangerous
bills that we have had for consideration before the House of
Representatives during this Congress. I believe its inevitable
result, if enforced, will be to invade the domain of the inherent
and inalienable personal liberty of the citizen. Thoughtful and
patriotic citizens, without regard to party lines, throughout our
couniry are now disturbed at the marked legislative strides made
in this direction by the Coengress. The bill was reported favor-
ably by the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commitice of the
House, and on the 3d day of February, 1908, was referred to the
Committee of the Whole House, and was in the hands of our dis-
tingunished friend, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Towx-
sEND], to be called up with all the privileges that the Inter-
state Commerce Committee could give it. The first session of
ihe Sixtieth Congress adjourned on the 30th of May last. The
bill was ready for submission nearly three months. Probably
it was not deemed judicious, from a Republican political stand-
point, to ecall this bill up at that time before the adjournment
of the first session of the Sixtieth Congress. I know that I
was insistent to a reasomably proper extent that this bill
should be acted upon before the presidential election. It could
have been acted on, for during that period a majority vote
would have suspended the runles and passed the bill. It is
brought up now; and for that reasom I contend that the bill
in all of its phases should be carefully investigated; thoroughly
looked into. It is mest carefully framed, but a study of the dif-
ferent sections will disclose its ultimate purpose.

I believe that the bill is entering a fleld of legislation that
leads to compulsory arbitration. If it is not that, in my humble
Jjudgment, after as thorough and careful analysis as I am able
to give it, it means nothing. Compulsory arbitration, as we
know, to investigate Iabor matters has been experimented upon
in other countries, monarehial in their form of government, and
has practically and substantially proved a failure, The bhill,
if it is examined, in its first section is “ to authorize the Presi-
dent to inguire into and investigate a controversy concerning
wages, hours of labor, or conditions of employment.” I espe-
cially call the attention of every man listening to me on the
floor of this House to the extent to which the inguiry into the
“ conditions of employment ” is limited. Where is the ending of
it? Dees not “ conditions of employment” apply to every voca-
tion of every American citizen in this great Republic of ours,
controversies relating to conditions of employment, hours of
labor, that may interrupt or threaten to interrupt the movement
of commerce among the States or the civil or military funections
of the Federal Government?

What character of business is there in this country, what
factory, what enterprise, that makes any product that does not
enter more or less into interstate commerce? The miner who
digs the coal in the bowels of the earth, the farmer who raises
wheat and cotton, their products enter directly into the chan-
nels of interstate commerce. It is not denied that the investi-
gation provided for by the bill is arbitrarily made by a commis-
sion consisting of seven men, to be appointed by the President,
whether the parties to the controversy request or advise such
investigation. It starts eut arbitrarily. It does not make any
difference what the parties are coutending for, what the char-
acter of the controversy is, what business it arises in, under this
bill the President can order an investigation, provided inter-
state commerce may be directly or indirectly affected. It makes
no difference what the subject of dispute is; it makes no dif-
ference how easily these men could sit down by the side of a
table and settle it themselves; the President has arbitrary power
to send that commission and order an investigation. No man,
not even the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. TowxseND], or any
gentleman who has given attention to the scope of this bill, will
deny that such authority is given the President. The answer
is, that it is preposterous to say that the President will use his
authority for such a purpose. It is the highest duty of the
American Congress in the enactment of laws touching the per-
sonal rights of the citizen fo write in plain words the exercise of
power.

I contend, in addition to that, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen
of the committee, that practically and substantially every re-
quirement in this bill that is needful and proper is met to-day
in the provisions of the law regulating the Bureau of Corpora-
tions and the Bureau of Labor under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Commerce and Labor. This bill was a long time
before the Committese on Interstate Commerce, with many hear-
ings and many men before it. It raises great questions, among
them, the important guestions relative to the rights of States,
which in its proper conception and proper standpoint ought to
be h;,:;u.ired into by this House by both Republicans and Demo-
ocra
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I can not better explain my views than to read from the hear-
ings to show you what kind of “ suggestions ™ this bill brings up,
carefully shaded, after being thoroughly studied, and adroitly
hiding its real meaning and its real poison throughout the whole
thing. Mr. Esca asked this guestion, a very important one.
(Hearings, p. 43:)

This bill anthorizes the commission so ngpointed to recommend reme-
dial legislation. In your opinion is that an advantage or a disad-
vantage, in view of the fact that the recommendation for legislation
might be out of harmony with the existing state law?

r. GARFIELD., That would be for the members of each commission
to see to—how far they ought to make recommendations of that kind;
and I can see no disadvantage in authorizing the report to Congress
of their recommendations. ere, again, it would be for Congress to
determine how far they would seek by federal legislation to affect
conditions that are now controlled by state legislation. The prlncipal
subject that would be so touched would be what comes under {’l:u
definition of police powers.

Mr. Esci. If that sentiment was strong enough, then it might result
in a change of a state law?
Mr. GarrFIELD. It might, very readlily.

Does not the answer of the Secretary of the Interior, Mr.
Garfield, impress the members of the committee with the danger-
ous tendemcies of this bill and its unlimited power—dependent
only on the discretion of one man, the President of the United
States, together with the commission he may select?

Mr. MANN asked some questions along that line, that pending
before this House was a proposition to investigate child labor
by the House of Representatives, and a proposition to investi-
gate the subject of the labor of women in industrial employ-
ments, and the proposition to investigate the length of hours
of labor in different parts of the country. (Hearings, p. 43-44:)

Mr. Max¥. We have pending here before us a propositlon to investi-
gate child labor—in the House of Representatives—and a Propoal.tion
to investigate the subject of the labor of women in industrial employ-
ments, and a proposition to investigate the len of hours of labor in
different lparts of the country, and so forth and fo on. Now, would it
be possible, under this, if the administration desired to appoint a com-
mission to investigate a subject, to take advantage of any little strike
somewhere and appoint a commission which, in order to arrive at a
conclusion in that case, would feel that it was necessary to investigate
the whole subject-matter without the direct authorization of Congress?

Mr. GArrFIELD. I do mot see anything in the bill that states the exact
scope of the questions that might arise. That, necessarily, as I under-
gtand, in this measure is left to the discretion of the President and the
commission, and it is quite troe that there might be what you call a
fictitious case presented if an administration saw fit to attempt to make
an investigation of that kind.

Mr. Maxx. Would It not be quite probable, in the event that some
case did arise somewhere lnvolvi% any of these questions, that in order
to settle that particular case, and possibly to present recommendations
to Congress, the commission would not only feel it desirable but neces-
S&Iﬁ to investigate that whole subject-matter?

r. GArFIELD. If necessary I think they ought to make the investl-
tion. If it were a question .of desirabllity, that would have to be
eft to their discretion.

Mr. MaxxN. Bo that a bill like this might start half a dozen commis-
gions into being to inve te any subject in connection with manu-
facturing or labor?

IMr. Garrierp, If there were difficnlties between employers and em-
oyees.
P AMr, Maxx. Of course there are always difficulties somewhere.

Ought a bill to become a law authorizing the exercise of such
vital powers, inimical to the citizen in his business matters, in
the hands of a commission? Mr. Garfield says that there is
nothing “ in the bill that states the exact scope of the questions
that might arise.,” The fact is that it is left to the President
to apply the provisions of the bill as he chooses and as often
as he pleases, with as many commissions operating in different
sections of the country as the President thinks are required.
I hope, Mr. Chairman, that I do not overdraw the practical
workings of the potentialities of this bill. It is not my pur-
pose to do so, but as a citizen I look upon the possibilities of
the exercise of unrestrained authority under its provisions
with sincere alarm. I frankly differ with the earnest advo-
cates of this bill

Again I want to read to you from the hearings, pages 45, 46,
and 47. Our good and distingnished friend from Iowa [Mr.
HereUrN], chairman of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, put this question:

Suppose that condition described in gection 1 of this Dbill exists.
Do not the Bureau of Corporations under the present law have the
power to do everything In the direction of securing publicity that is
provided for in this blll?

A ilr. GARFIELD. As far as corporations are concerned, without doubt
as,

Then, if the law as it exists to-day is sufficient to regulate
the evil operations of “ corporations,” then what other matters
are to be brought under federal scrutiny and investigation?

The CHAIRMAN. Following out that line of queat!ons.hwhat is there
lacking in the present law that In any way stops or checks or limits
the fwer? of investigation upon the part oltr the Commissioner of Cor-
porations

Mr. GarrFIELD. Nothing whatever.

The CHAIRMAN. IHere is a condition that 1s described In the first
section of the bill : The commerce of the Unlted States is interrupted.
In the Investigation of that matter would you mot have the rlghg, as

Commissioner of Commerce, without regard to questions of labor—al-
though guestions of labor were involved also—to investigate that mat-
ter and give puhllcltﬂ to the causes of that interruption?

Mr. GARFIELD., I have no doubt but that that can be done by the
Commissioner of Corporations,
ﬂuglc':s ;Z!Eumum. And in that way bring about or exert this moral in-.

Mr. GArFIELD. I have no doubt that can be done under the law.

The CHAIRMAN, Under the law to-day?

Mr. GARFIELD. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you think the re]port of a special commission,
appointed for the specific purpose, would have a greater influence In
forming correct public opinlon in regard to disputes than the accom-
plished, efficient officers who are appointed under the interstate-com-
merce law would have?

Mr. GARFIELD. Ho far as the corporate end of 1t Is concerned, I think
there would be little or no difference between them. FProbably the re-
fgrt of the Commissioner of Corporations would have more we?ght than

e report of a special commission, if the office were properly organized.

I have read those extracts from the hearings before the com-
mittee in order to get as far as I am able to get before the mind
of this committee the danger that lies lurking in this bill. It is
manifest that all needful regulations looking to the peace and
welfare and protection of the citizens of the country in labor
controversies are now provided in existing law. The purpose
of the bill is threefold.

First. To authorize the President to * inguire into and inves-
tigate " the causes of any * controversy concerning wages, hours
of labor, or conditions of employment” that may interrupt or
threaten to interrupt the movement of commerce among the
States or interfere with the ecivil or military functions of the
Government. (Sec. 1.)

Second. The investigation is arbitrarily made by a commis-
sion consisting of seven men to be appointed by the President,
whether the parties to the controversy request or advise guch
investigation. (Sec. 2.)

Third. After making the investigation the commission must
locate the responsibility for the controversy and recommend
legislation by Congress to prevent a recurrence,

Of course, the bill is based on such construction of the com-
merce clause of the Constitution, which literally followed out
means federal license to do business in the territorial limits of
the different States.

" Mr. TOWNSEND. Will the gentleman permit an interrup-
on?

Mr., RICHARDSON. No; because you would not allow any-
one to interrupt you. You made that statement, that you would
not allow it. When I am through I will gladly let you In-
terrupt me.

Mr. TOWNSEND. All right. I am sure the gentleman does
not want to make a misstatement about the bill,

Mr, RICHARDSON. No; I certainly do not. I will allow
you to correct me after I get through if you can point out to
me my mistake.

It will be observed that the commission has no authority to
demand a compliance with its findings. In this connection we
should not forget that no adjustment of any controversy con-
cerning wages or hours of labor, and so forth, can be made
that takes from the operator the liberty to shut down his plant
when he gets ready to do so; nor can the liberty be taken from
the employee to refuse to work for wages not satisfactory to
him. To undertake to violate either one of these funda-
mental principles of right would be subversive of all indi-
vidual liberty and the source of universal discontent.

I contend that this bill in effect seeks to do indirectly that
thing, and certainly is the advance step of legislation for com-
pulsory arbitration. It relies on a manufactured publie opinion
to enforce its findings as to where the “ responsibility * belongs.
That is to say, the judgment of the public is to be invoked on
the development of facts, after the injury and harm of the strike
has been done. That a commission of seven men, selected arbi-
trarily, as this commission will be, without the advice or con-
sent of the parties interested, whose character and freedom
from prejudice should be sufficient to have the public indorse
their findings, with such power and effect as to prevent a * re-
currence” of such a controversy is the proposition. No two
strikes are brought about by similar causes and facts.

The suggestion of such public opinion is but a child's card
house that topples over when touched. Public opinion at the
beginning of the controversy connected with wages or hours of
labor should be far more efficacious in working good results
than public opinion after the evil has been done. Yet it is an
undeniable fact that but few strikes or controversies about
wages or hours of labor have occurred in this country where
public opinion was not in sympathy with the strikers and sus-
tained them when the facts were made known at the beginning.
I will refer to two great strikes that now occur to me; one is the
Philadelphia car strike that occurred in 1895, and the other the
Coal Creek Valley strike,
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In the Philadelphia strike, in that great city of “ brotherly
love,” the justice, right, and necessity of the strike were recog-
nized and emphasized by the good people of that city, em-
bracing all the vocations of life, in overflowing public meet-
ings. So it was in the Coal Cregk (Tennessee) Valley strike,
that was brought about by conviet labor; the public was in
cordial sympathy with the strikers. Yet, notwithstanding this
earnest public opinion, these strikers were ignored and after-
wards punished because they had demanded justice.

The bill, if it has any promise of relief at all, is to prevent
a “recurrence” (sec, T) of the controversies.

I contend the hope of relief, as suggested, is based on abso-
lutely false premises. In order to accept that theory we must
admit that all controversies connected with wages and hours of
labor, and so forth, have been wrong, unnecessary, and harm-
ful—and not beneficial—in their results, and therefore a recur-
rence of the same must by congressional law be prevented.
That is the concrete proposition in this bill. Of course this
theory proceeds upon the idea that all strikes are wrong, that
all controversies connected with wages and hours of labor are
wrong. I dissent from that view. I do not hesitate to say
here in my position as a Representative of the people of my
district, without regard to the welfare of any special interest,
that in the unending struggles between capital and labor, with
the superior advantage and power of capital, had it not been for
the compaect organization of labor unions—which are conceded to
be proper and lawful—* the organized appetite of ecapital for
greed ” would have appropriated an unrighteous share of the
honest earnings of labor. I do not contend that all strikes are
the promptings of good judgment. Often they are disastrous
in their results to laboring people, to the public, and harmful
to capital; yet we can not deny that these revolts upon the
part of laborers are the last and only resort to check and defy
the unlawful and heartless oppressions of eapital.

Just examine for a moment how and when the provisions of
the bill are to become operative. Seection 1 provides that the
President shall require and investigate when the controversy
interferes with the * transportation of the mails, the operations,
civil or military, of the Government of the United States, or the
free and regular movement of commerce among the States.”

This section is very broad. The four functions of our Gov-
ernment are: First, the transportation of our mails. No one
will hardly deny that the Post-Office Department is not properly
equipped with sufficient law regulations and powers to take care
of the mails. No complaint has been made to the contrary.
Second, civil operations, which refer to the Treasury Depart-
ment, which looks after the financial interests of the country;
the Interior Department, embracing our geological survey, pen-
sions, publie lands, and Indians; the Department of Justice,
which handles the great law matters of the Government; and
the Agricultural Department, organized to promote the great
agricultural interests of the country. These are all connected
with the civil operations of the Government. No complaint
comes from either of the departments that this bill is needed to
ensible them to perform their civil functions. Third, military
operations. It will hardly be contended that the Departments
of War and the Navy demand any assistance from the pro-
visions of such a bill as this. Fourth, the movement of com-
merce among the States. The Interstate Commerce Commission
and the courts are charged with that duty. Then I ask, What
would be the real field for this bill to operate in? I assert that
we have ample law now to make all the proper investigations
into all strikes, difficulties, or controversies arising in the great
corporations. The Bureau of Corporations covers that field. It
can not apply to the strikes of labor unions, for the Bureau of
TLahor fully covers that field. It does not proceed to settle
difficulties or controversies connected with wages or hours of
Iabor by mediation, coneiliation, or voluntary arbitration, for
the Erdman law of 1898 provides for either party to call on
the president of the Interstate Commerce Commission and the
Cominissioner of Labor to mediate, conciliate, or arbitrate any
such controversy.

This bill, if it becomes a law, will necessarily apply to indi-
vidualg, copartnerships, and vocations, as distinguished from
corporations.

I contend that the surest way to * secure justice” under the
Counstitution is to uphold and maintain inviolate the individual
personal rights of the citizen, and I believe that the highest
duty of the Congress is to rebuke and reject every device of
legislation that leads in that direction.

Such legislation means governmental paternalism in its broad-
est form. The highest function of government is to leave the
citizen to the uninterrupted enjoyment of his personal liberty,
provided that in the exercise of these personal and inalienable
rights he does not conflict with the rights of others. This bill,

I contend, subjects the citizen to the humiliating power of
“search at will” into his private affairs and an examination of
the books of his business. I call your attention again to the pro-
visions of the bill in section 1. “Any controversy concerning
wages, hours of labor, conditions of employment.” I beg you to
note the words “ conditions of employment.” Can anyone limit
the significance or the extent of the meaning of those words?
What manner of investigations could be made by a commission
clothed with authority to inquire into the “ conditions of em-
ployment?” Iet me make a practical illustration of how
this bill, if enacted into a law, would operate. Suppose a con-
troversy were to arise in a cotton factory in Massachusetts
about the reduction of wages or the increase of the hours of
labor, and the commission would deem it necessary to make an
examination under the direction of the President, What, I
ask, would be the scope of that investigation? The operator
of the Massachusetts mill would say: “ Yes, I had to reduce
the wages of my employees or shut down the mill; I have
a competitor in the State of North Carolina making the same
kind of cotton cloth that I manufacture. I found out that
on account of the ‘conditions of employment’ and cheap liv-
ing and long hours of labor enjoyed by my competitor I conld
not pay my employees the wages I had been paying and compete
with my competitor in the home or foreign markets.”

This bill authorizes the commission to “ examine the accounts
and books of that mill  or “ to examine and report on any mat-
ter material to the investigation in which such examination and
report may be deemed of substantial assistance.” Would it not
be deemed material to lecok into the books and reperts of the
North Carolina mill to ascertain the conditions of employment,
the amount of wages, and the hours of labor, in order to pass
intelligently on the controversy between the Massachusetts
operator and his employees? We are rapidly passing from the
true theory of our republican form of government—the essence
of democracy—a fundamental principle that “We favor the
enactment of all laws which give to every citizen the greatest
measure of personal liberty.”

I object to the bill, because when mediation, conciliation, and
voluntary arbitration can not be invoked the courts of our
country are the proper places to settle all differences between
citizens. I believe that if ever there was a period of the history
of our country that the people ought to guard, preserve, and
maintain the legitimate authority of the courts it is now. Have
we forgotten so soon the beneficial results arising in the media-
tion invited and exercised only a few months since, when the
chairman of the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Com-
missioner of Labor settled the threatened decrease of the wages
of the employees of the Southern Railway? The mediation was
of a most friendly character, and the decision was cheerfully
accepted by employer company and its employees. This bill
obstructs all such settlements.

Mr. Chairman, one of the principal constitutional objections
that I have to this bill is that when the commission reaches a
conclusion it has no right to enforce its own judgments, but it
calls upon and invokes the aid of the courts of the couniry to
make citizens bring into court their private papers. I do not be-
lieve, from a constitutional standpoint, that Congress has a right
to clothe that commission with any such authority as that. The
courts are here for the arbitration and settlement of all contro-
versies and difficulties between citizens. If Congress intends to
create a commission with judicial power and authority, it ought
to say so, and clothe it with that power, and not put it in an
attitude where, after it reaches itg coneclusions, it must then go
to the courts of the country to enforce its judgments or report
back to Congress and get additional legislation.

I have observed, since I have been a Member of this House, that
the usual and favorite way of extending federal authority over
matters that can be and ought to be left to the States is to com-
mence by calling for an investigation or a commission. These
investigations always result in recommending and enacting legis-
lation giving federal control.

I dare say that there is scarcely a field now occupied and con-
trolled by the Federal Government of doubtful constitutional
jurisdiction that did not commence in calling for an investiga-
tion always followed by legislation by the Congress,

We are called on now for all kinds and varieties of investiga-
tions by the Federal Government.

We are asked to appoint inspectors to examine the wheat
crop and see that the producer is not cheated in weights. It
seems to me that the man who produces the wheat has judg-
ment and sufficient interest in his own business to know how to
sell his own product. Besides, such protection as he needs or
asks for is given him by the inspection laws of his own State.

Again, we are invited to regulate bills of lading. Really the
purpose is to place a bill of lading on a commercial footing with
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banking paper to protect banks. The great functions of the
Federal Government can not properly be used for regulating
the personal, private commercial business affairs between citi-
zens. I dare say that any Member, if he will look back, will
find the field where federal legislation now prevails which is
of donbtful constitutional character that it commenced just like
this bill commences, by a commission, asking them to report
legislation back to Congress, which Congress will accept and in-
dorse, and then the thing is.fixed. I will not refer to those
instances now. It is a favorite way of invading territory and
exercising authority forbidden by the Comstitution; and for
that reason such bills as this—which Mr, Garfield, every time
he tounched it, said that the operation of the present law was
enough and sufficient for all corporate purposes—ought to be
defeated.

Mr, Chairman, I eontend that under this bill a Massachusetts
cotton mill could be investigated for cutting down the wages
of its labor, and about which there was some commotion or
disturbance, that the commission could go there and investi-
gate it. Now, what else does it say? That that commission,
under the provisions of section 6, has a right to employ any
number of competent experts to examine all accounts and books
that may appear to the commission to be material to the inves-
tigation. In other words, the commission may open up the
books of a merchant or anyone else to his rival.

Suppose the Massachusetts cotton operators said: *“ Why, we
were bound to cut down the wages of the employees. We had
such competition in some other States of the Union, where
labor conditions are different, where food conditions are differ-
ent, where the hours are longer, and we had to reduce our
wages.” Could not that commission, under this bill, call the
owners of that competing mill before them and look into its
books and examine private matters and expose the whole con-
dition of that cotton mill to the eyes of the public—a mill that
was thousands of miles from the loeality of the disturbance,
that had brought about the reduction in wages? Why could
not it do that? Mr. Garfield did not say that it could not. I
contend further that under this bill a plantation located on the
banks of the river that is made a line between two States, that
any disturbance upon the part of the laborers on one of these
plantations about wages or conditions of employment can cer-
tainly investigated by the commission under this bill. Why
not? The produets of that farm enter into interstate commerce.

Gentlemen, I do not know where this bill leads us. It may
be plausibly explained, or attempted to be plausibly explained;
but there is poison in it, beeause there is doubt about its limi-
tations, and wherever there is doubt as to matter of that kind,
that doubt ought to be given to the eonservative side, to that
gide of accepted law and understood by the people as such.

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I occupied?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has thirteen minutes re-
maining.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I reserve the balance of my time, and I
ask unanimous consent that I may be allowed to extend my
remarks in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recomp. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
ask the gentleman from Alabama a question before he takes
his seat.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. On page 3 of the bill is a pro-
viso which reads:

Provided, That no testimony given by him before any commission
or commissioner shall be used as evidence against him in any criminal
Fro gs in any court, except in a prosecution for perjury committed
n giving such testimony.

Now, on line 19, same page, this language appears:

But no witness shall be required to glve any testimony incriminating
himself, nor shall he be given any immumity.

Is that the language used in our immunity statute that has
been passed since the gentleman from Alabama has been in
Congress?

Mr. RICHARDSON.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee, Can the gentleman give me any
good reason why the change is made, and then will he state
whether he approves of the present immunity statute?

AMr. RICHARDSON. No; I do not approve of that statute.
The gentleman from Tennessee asks me why this is so and so.
I do not approve of this bill at all.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I thought if the gentleman was
opposed to it he could give me some good reason. As the law
now sgtands Mr. Rockefeller, Mr, Carnegie, and the balance of

No; it is not.

those gentlemen who own about all the money in the country

could go in before the Interstate Commerce Commission and
get an immunity bath although they may be as guilty of dis-
obeying the law as any man that ever wore stripes, and yet they
get this immunity bath. Now, when you come to the statute
that strikes against the laborer you have this provision, that he
shall not be given any immunity, while under the present
Iaw most everybody that ought to be convicted in these
monopolies are being acquitted on promise of an immumity bath,

Mr. RICHARDSON. Yes; I do not agree with that. Now,
Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, Towx-
sEND] desires to ask me a question I will yield. I courteously
declined at the time to be interrupted simply because I was fol-
lowing his distinguished example, nothing else in the world.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I would suggest to the gentleman that if
he will always do that he will seldom go wrong. As I under-
stood the gentleman, he said that the bill was clearly intended
as a statement that all strikes were unjustifiable.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I said I differed with the gentleman
as to the meaning of his bill. I said the gentleman went upon
the presumption that all strikes were unjustifiable. I do not
believe that. I believe that some are justifiable and turn out
some good results,

Mr. TOWNSEND. I understood that, but I think the gentle-
man misstated the position of the preponents of the bill. No
one has even intimated that strikes dre not justifiable, and if
the gentleman had listened to my remarks he would have fol-
lowed me when I said they were justifiable in a great many
cases—in most cases—and that great good came ont of them.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Of course, when my distinguished friend
states that I misstated a position I accept that in the very mild-
est terms to mean that my own position differs from his.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Another thing the gentleman states, and
that is, that no department has asked for this. The Depart-
ment of Commerce and Labor, as represented by the Commis-
sioner of Labor, the gentleman will remember, was before our
committee on several oceasions, and he was one of the strongest
advocates we had on this particular measure.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I would like very much, if T had had
time and opportunity to know that this bill was coming up, to
have quoted what Mr. Neill did say, and I will try to do it in
my printed remarks on this particnlar point.

AMr. TOWNSEND. Does the gentleman mean to intimate that
My, Neill was not in favor of the measure?

Mr. RICHARDSON:. No; I am not intimating anything. I
mean to say, as I said before, that when I come to my printed
remarks I will examine more fully what Mr. Neill said.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I shall be satisfied with that.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Now, Mr. Chairman, by direction of
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Apamsox], who is in charge
of this bill, I am requested to yield the balance of my time, as
well as such other time as the gentleman is entitled to, to the
gentleman from New York [Mr, Ryax].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can yield only such time
as was ylelded to him.

AMr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Chairman, I shall ask unanimous con-
sent to have as much time used on this side as on the other.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands that all that is
suggested now is that the gentleman from Alabama yields to
the gentleman from New York [Mr, Ryax] the balance of the
time the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Apamson] yielded to
him, which would be eleven minutes.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Very well.

Mr, RICHARDSON. 1 yield such time as I have not used
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Ryan] in connection
with such time as he already has.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can not yield time in con-
nection with any other time.

Mr. RYAN. Mr, Chairman, am I not entitled to an hour in
my own right, if I so desire?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York, being a
member of the committee, could be recognized in his own right
after anyone on the other side who desires to be heard.

Mr. RYAN, If no one on the other side desires to be heard,
then I shall proceed. X

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. But I do, Mr. Chalrman.

Mr. RYAN. Buat the gentlemmn is not on the other side. The
gentleman signed the minority report.

Mr, RUSSELL of Texas. No; I did not.

Mr. RYAN. Very well, T yield.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Mr, Chairman, if I could bring
myself to believe the dire forebodings of those who oppose
this bill, I would energetically join them in trying to secure
its defeat. If I entertained even serious doubts as to its
benefieial effects, I would withhold my support. I shall sup-
port it because, in my judgment, it will bring to the country
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in times of industrial controversy permanent and lasting
good. I differ from the Democratic members of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce as to the
advisability of this legislation, and because of this cleavage
between my Democratic colleagues and myself, I desire to
occupy the time of the House briefly, in order to state the
reasons that have impelled me to the course I have taken.
The Members of the House will discover from the two reports
filed that the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
did not divide on this question along partisan lines at all. I
failed to sign the minority report filed by the Democratic
members of the committee, and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. LoveriNg] differed from the Republican members
of the committee, and filed, also, a minority report of his own.
Those Members of the House who will take the pains to read
the two reports, the one filed by the minority and the one
filed by the gentleman from Massachusetts, will find that they
are very similar in the grounds upon which they put their differ-
ent oppositions to this particular bill.

In fact, after reading them over, I was reminded very foreibly
of the colored preacher’'s explanation to his congregation of the
difference between the Epistle of Paul and the Epistle of Peter,
He said that, while Paul's was longer, Peter’s was the most
“pinted ” [laughter], and that is about the only difference I
can discover between the views of the minority signed by my
Democratic colleagues and the minority views presented by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LovERING].

The bill has been assailed upon grounds that, in my judg-
ment, are not tenable, and that the reading of the measure
will wholly fail to justify. I want to call the attention of Mem-
bers of the House briefly to what this measure proposes to do.
It has been already read by the Clerk, and I can state, com-
pactly I hope, and I will try to state clearly, just what is in-
tended to be accomplished by this legislation.

The first section of this measure simply defines and establishes
the jurisdiction under which the President of the United States
is warranted in exercising the powers attempted to be conferred
upon him by this act. The President is permitted to act only—

Whenever a controversy concerning wages, hours of labor, or condi-
tions of employment shall arise, by reason of which controversy the
transportation of the United States mails, the operations, civil or mili-
tary, of the Government of the Tnited States, or the free and regular
movement of commerce among the several States and with rorelfu na-
tions Is, in the judgment of the President, interrupted or directly
affected, or threatened with being so interrupted or directly affected—

that when that condition of affairs arises, the President is au-
thorized under this measure, should it become a law, to appoint
a commission whose powers are explicitly defined and carefully
and plainly limited by the terms of this act.

My distinguished friend from Alabama [Mr. RicHARDSON],
who has just taken his seat, in my judgment does not have a
proper conception of the legal proposition involved in this bill
If I understood him eorrectly in his view of the case, the Presi-
dent of the United States would be authorized to appoint this
commission to have this investigation should a controversy
arise upon a plantation in Alabama between the employees upon
the plantation and the employer, provided there was a remote
possibility that the produect of the plantation should at some
time get into interstate commerce. If that be the gentleman’s
view, Mr. Chairman, I must say that it is remarkable, chiefly,
if not solely, for the clearness and precision with which it mis-
states the law. [Laughter.] I need refer to no other anthority
in support of what I say than the Diamond Match Company
case, reported in 188 United States, page 93.

That case reviews at some length the authorities upon the
question as to when an article becomes subject to the inter-
state power of the General Government. The opinion says:

In Coe v. Errol, 116 U. 8., 517, logs which have been cut in the
State of Maine, and others which had been cut in the State of New
Hampshire, were floated In transit down a stream in New Hamp-
shire to the town of Errol, in the latter State, thence to be floated
down the Androscoggin River to the State of Maine. The town of
Hrrol assessed upon the property a county, town, school, and highway
tax. The tax was sustained by the supreme court of the State of
New Hampshire as to the logs cut in that State, and abated as to
those cut in Maine.

The judgment was aflirmed by ihis court. Mr. Justice Bradley de-
livered the opinion of the court, expressed the contentions of the par-
ties in two questions: Are the produects of a State, though intended for
exportation to another State, and partially prepared for that pu

being deposited at a place or port of shipment within the State,
liable to be taxed like other property of the s&te?

Do the owner's state of mind in relation to the goods—that is, his
intent to export them, and his partial preparation to do so—exempt
them from taxation? This is the precise question for solution.

It is obvious that like questions could be framed upon the facts of
the case at bar to express the proposition presented. Mr. Justice
Bradley's observations, therefore, me pertinent and decisive. He
discussed every consideration. He clearlf exhibited the extent of the
power of the State over the prog:rty within it, whether in motion or
at rest, though destined for points out of it. e sald:

“There must be a point of time they (goods destined to other States)
ceased to be governed exclusively by the domestie law and begin to be
governed and protected by the national law of commercial regulation,

and that moment seems to us to be a legitimate one for this pur
in which they commence their final movement for trnns%wrl:stlnn rom
the State of their origin to that of their destination. When the prod-
ucts of the farm or fhe forest are collected and brought in from the
surrounding coun to a town or station serving as an entrepot for
that particular region, whether on a river or a line of railroad, such
products &re not yet exports, nor are they in process of exportation,
nor is exportation begun until they are committed to the common car-
rier for transportation out of the State to the State of their destination,
or have started on their ultimate passage to that State. Until then
it is reasonable to regard them as not only within the Btate of their
origin, but as a part of the general mass of property of that State,
subject to its jurisdiction and liable to taxation, but taxed without
any discrimination in the usual way and manner in which such prop-
erty is taxed in the State.

L - - - L]
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“ Bome of the Western States produce very little except wheat and
corn, mostly which is intended for export; and so of cotton in the
Southern States. Certainly, as long as these products are on the lands
which produce them, they are a part of the general property of the
State. And so we think they continue to be until they bave entered
upon thelr final journey for leaving the State and going into another.”

This reasoning of Justice Bradley is adopted by the court in
the Diamond Match Company case, and the authorities guoted
show clearly when goods or property within a State become sub-
ject to the power of the General Government. The power of
the President to act under this bill could not be exercised in
the instances cited by the gentleman from Alabama. Upon the
contrary, the authority I have read completely overwhelms and
destroys the legal objection to the bill suggested by my friend
from Alabama. Now, let me go back and review briefly some
of the other sections of the measure.

The second section of the proposed bill provides or tells how
the President may act in the appointment of the commission.
It provides that the President may appoint a special commission
of not exceeding seven persons who are specially qualified to
make an investigation of the controversy, and it provides that
the Commissioner of Labor shall be ex officio secretary of that
special commission, and that he shall keep and preserve all the-
proceedings of the commission. The third section describes the
duties of the commission. It authorizes the commission upon
giving reasonable notice to the parties to a controversy, whether
at the seat of the disturbance or elsewhere, to proceed with all
convenient dispatch to an investigation of the causes of the
controversy and the remedy therefor. The fourth section provides
that the parties to the controversy shall be entitled to be heard be-
fore the commission, either in person or by counsel or by both. The
fifth section embraces within its limits the powers attempted
to be conferred upon the commission, and I invite the careful
attention of the Members of the House to what is intended to be
conferred upon this commission by the fifth section of this act,
and no gentleman who reads it can hesitate for one moment
in coming to the conclusion that the authority it confers in no
way, directly or indirectly, provides for or intimates compul-
sory arbitration. The fifth section confers upon the commission
these powers. It gives power to summon witnesses and require
the production of such books and papers as may be necessary
for a just determination of the controversy. It authorizes the
commission to seek the aid of the United States courts to com-
pel the attendance of witnesses and the production of doeu-
mentary evidence, and makes it the duty of the courts to render
such aid. In this particular the commission sought to be
created is given powers very much like that conferred upon the
Interstate Commerce Commission.

The section further provides that no wiiness shall be re-
quired to criminate himself nor shall he be given any immunity.
Section 6 authorizes the commission to employ competent ex-
perts to aid it in making the investigation full and completely
satisfactory. Section 7 provides that the commission, after
having made its investigation, shall make its report, setting
forth the causes of the controversy and locating the responsi-
bility therefor as far as may be and making such suggestions
as in its judgment will tend to settle the disturbance and pre-
vent its recurrence. Section 8 provides that ihis report shall be
transmitted to the President and by him communicated to the
parties fo the controversy, and that the report, together with any
recommendation the President may wish to make, shall be
transmitted to Congress. Section 9 gives the commission the
power to make such general rules as may be appropriate for
the order of its proceedings. Section 10 provides the compen-
sation of the commission and provides for its expenses and for
the compensation of witnesses appearing before it. Section 11
provides that no commission appointed under this act shall eon-
tinue for a period of over three months from the date of its ap-
pointment, This, Mr. Chairman, is, in my opinion, a full and
complete statement of all that the bill under discussion attempis
to do. No compulsory arbitration is provided for or suggested.
Nothing of this sort is attempted. It is simply intended that
when a controversy arises which shall reach such proportions as
to interfere with the movement of the mails, or shall interfere
with commerce between the States or with foreign commerce
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or which shall interfere with the civil or military operations of
the Government, that in either of these events the President of
the United States shall be clothed with the authority to appoint
a commission which shall exercise such powers and perform such
funections as I have just enumerated.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, will my
friend yield to me? I am interested in his discussion, and I ask
this selely for information.

. Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I will be glad to yield to the gen-
eman.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. What is the parpose of the
inguiry the Government is to make?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. The purpose of the inquiry the Gov-
ernment is to make, in my judgment, is to ascertain the facts
and make them publie, in order that the public itself may
ascertain from the investigation wheo is in the right and who
is in the wrong, so that whoever may be in the wrong may have
applied to him only that correction which arises in a righteous
publie judgment.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippl. It is not the intention of
the Government after it obtains these faects to proeceed further,
in your opinion? .

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. No, sir.
sion for anything of that kind.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Will the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
RusserLL] allow me one word as to the fifth section?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Yes, sir. L

Mr. RICHARDSON. The gentleman asserts, does he not, that
the authority of the commission under the fifth section goes to
this extent: That it would have the right to examine the books
of a man that was not a party to that transaction to be brought
before that commission?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I am not prepared to concede that.
The gentleman may be right. At present I neither admit nor
deny. It does provide for the production of books and papers.

Mr, RICHARDSON. Essential to a just examination? |

Mr, RUSSELL of Texas. Surely. But at the same time it
provides that the agencies by which it can secure the testimony
must be the courts of the United States, and I take it that the
courts would protect, as far as ought to be protected, anybody
whose testimony was sought to be obtained by that commission,
I will say this, gentlemen, without undertaking to discuss that
feature of it, that I do not see why there would be any objec-
tion to the law if some third party knew something that would
throw light on a great public controversy like the ones which
are sought to be investigated by this bill.

Mr. ADAMSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Surely.

Mr. ADAMSON. The gentleman from Texas does not deny
that whatever is contemplated is compulsory? The investiga-
tion shall proceed whether the parties consent or not?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. What I concede to be eontemplated
is compulsory. What you concede to be contemplated is not
compulsory.

Mr. ADAMSON. Whatever it is that is contemplated is com-
pulsory?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas, Perhaps so. The investigation pro-
vided for is compulsory.

Mr. ADAMSON. Then the gentleman does not deny that this
commission reports recommending legislation, and the President
approves that?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. The gentleman's purpose is evi-
dently to establish by a kind of Socratic method of reasoning
that it provides for compulsory arbitration. His questions re-
mind me of the statement that Socrates eould prove that a sheet
of writing paper was a lazy dog; and this is the way it was
argued: Is not a sheet of writing paper an ink-lined plane?
Is not an inclined plane a slope up? 1Is not a slow pup a lazy
dog? [Laughter.]

Mr. ADAMSON. I enjoy the gentleman's humor. I ask him
to answer the question yes or no.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I believe I am better satisfied with
the answer just given than to try another.

Mr. ADAMSON. I want to know if the gentleman denies that
the commission shall report its findings and recommend legisla-
tion if it sees proper?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. The bill shows that to be so.

Mr. ADAMSON. We stated one thing about it, and you have
stated another.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas.
bill as to that part of it.

Mr. ADAMSON. What if they do not read it? I will be glad
if the gentleman will deny or affirm that that provision is in it.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I can not conceive that that has
any bearing upon the proposition I am endeavoring to discuss

The bill makes no provi-

We will let the Members read the

now. The position I am endeavoring to present is the Demo-
cratic position, and I will demonstrate it to you.

Mr. ADAMSON. Is it a Democratic proposition?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Yes; the Democrats have declared
themselves on this proposition.

Mr. ADAMSON. Have you ever found a proposition among
Democrats or lawyers to force anybody into any sort of arbitra-
tion? Has not the arbitration law always been the reverse?
After the parties had agreed, then they were compelled to abide
the findings. Is not that recognized as the proper way?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I think so. I want to say that
while there was no division in this matter along party lines,
yet I assure you that my position is justified not only by the
Democratic platform declarations, but by the history of Demo-
cratic legislation on this subject, and I want to read one or two
authorities bearing on this point. In the Democratic platform
of 1886, I find this language:

We are In favor of the arbitration of differences between employers
engaged in Interstate commerce and their employees, and recommend
such legislation as is necessary to carry out this princfple.

Mr. ADAMSBON. Now, I will ask the gentleman if he finds
any encouragement there for the idea that the parties shall be
investigated without their consent?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas, I will show to the gentleman pres-
ently what idea was intended to be conveyed. Here is the plat-
form of 1900, in which we find this declaration:

We are opposed to government by injunction; we denounce the hlack-
list, and favor arbitration as a means of settling disputes between cor-
porations and their employees,

These are the Democratic platform declarations, and now let
us examine the history of Democratic legislation upon the sub-
Jject.

Mr. Chairman, this is not the first time that this principle has
been proposed in the legislation of our country. An act similar
to this was introduced in Congress in 1886, and it was passed.
That act, however, omitted the proposition that these gentlemen
resist now, and that is, it omitted the provision for governmental
investigation of labor disputes. That act was passed in 1886;
and President Cleveland vetoed it, because it did not contain
the very proposition which you gentlemen now see fit to criticise.
In 1887 a bill was offered in Congress including in the provision
for governmental supervision of investigations of labor disputes,
and that bill became a law and received the President’s sanc-
tion in 1888, and remained upon the statute books until 1898,
when it was superseded by the present law, which does not con-
tain the provision for the appointment of a commission for the
investigation of labor disputes.

It is true that the act of 1888 was restricted in its application
to disputes between transportation companies and their em-
ployees, but it contained the proposition for the investigation
by the Government of these controversies, and in this particular
was analogous to the very proposition in this bill that we have
here to-day. Now, when that question came up in Congress, a
gentleman from Georgia engaged in that debate, just as we have
a gentleman from Georgia engaged in this to-day, and here is
what he thought of that bill which provided for the investiga-
tion by the Government of labor disputes. I read from the
CoxaresSSIONAL Recorp of the first session of the Fiftieth Con-
gress, when the bill that I have alluded to was under considera-
tion. I read from the remarks made by Mr. Blount of Georgia.
I do not know whether he was the predecessor of my dis-
tinguished friend from Georgia or not. Am I correct?

Mr. ADAMSON. No, sir.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas.
your district?

Mr. ADAMSON.
trict.

Mr, RUSSELL of Texas. Well, he was a very distingnished
citizen of Georgia and a very influential Member of this House.

Bear in mind that the bill then under discussion provided
for compulsory investigation of disputes between transportation
companies and their employees whenever interstate commerce
was involved; practically the very proposition invelved here
to-day. Imn the discussion of that bill Mr. Blount said this:

Mr. Cheairman, it is said that there is mothing in this bill and
that some other measure ought to be provided to reach the real evils
connected with our labor troubles. I venture to say that, while this
observation is accepted by mearly every gentleman, there is scarcely
one upon this floor who has in his own mind come to any conclusion
as to any measure at all upon this subject. This being the case, sir,
why discard this measure? Is there nothing good In it? With the
great danger that threatens the property of the country and the peace
of society growing out of these strikes, is it not something that the
Government of the United States should, in the midst of the execite-
ment, appoint a board or commission to to the scene of the troubles
to invest &ate all the facts connected with them as far as they can, and
to exert the moral infiuence which would attach to such action on the
part of those commissioners in thelr advice as to some mode of settle-
ment? Is it not possible that a issi appointed by the Presl-

He was not a Representative from

He was from Georgia, but not from my dis-
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dent of the United States may go into the disturbed district, hear the
complaints on either side, and find a way to some proposition that ma

bring about peace? And if this be true, that part of the bill whie

arms the President with this moral power, which oppresses none an

which may do great good, should, it seems to me, command the assent
of good citizens all over this land.

Now, I commend these remarks to the prayerful consideration
of my distingnished friends from Georgia and Alabama.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman
will permit me, that law that Lie has just read related alone to
corporations.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas.
rations.

Mr. RICHARDSON. This bill is very different, is it not?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas, It is wider in its scope.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Much wider.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Very much wider.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Do you not believe that the Erdman
Act, passed some years ago, is sufficient for all purposes of
investigation?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. What do you refer to as the * Erd-
man Act?” The act of 18087

Mr. RICHARDSON. Yes. What is the objection to that act?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. There are several objections. I be-
lieve they were clearly set out by the gentleman from Michigan,

Mr. RICHARDSON. You are reading from that law. That
makes no reference to any compulsory action.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. The act of 1888 provided that the
President should be empowered to appoint a commission, and
provided that they should have the right to compel the attend-
ance of witnesses, to elicit testimony, and to do practically
just what this act does, except that its application was limited
to transportation companies.

Mr. RICHARDSON, Then, why do you want to pass this bill?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. That law, I will say, was repealed
by the Republican act of 1808, and we want it put back on the
statute books. If the bill now under discussion is made the
law, we will be but putting back in the statutes of the United
States the Democratic legislation of 1888 in so far as the prin-
ciple of governmental investigation of these disputes is con-
cerned.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Now, one more question. I wish my
friend would give his construction of the limitations of this lan-
guage in this act: “ Concerning wages, hours of labor, or con-
ditions of employment.” What is the limit of investigation of
the commission appointed by the President under the words
“ conditions of employment?”

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. The President's limitations are
marked. His power is not called into being unless the contro-
versy is such that it interrupts the civil or military operations
of the Government, or the movement of the mails, or the free
and regular movement of interstate and foreign commerce. I do
not care what other proposition may be involved, it requires the
concurrence of one of these elements also before his power can
be exercised at all.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Can you give the committee an illus-
tration of the conditions of employment that enter into inter-
state commerce, and those that do not, which the President by
this act could order investigated?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I believe my friend makes this mis-
take with reference to his investigation of the bill. I am not
sure that I correctly understand him. The power of the Presi-
dent to act does not depend upon whether the dispute is con-
cerning wages, hours of employment, or conditions of labor at
all. His power does not come into being until the dispute
reaches such magnitnde that it will interrupt the eivil or mili-
tary operations of the Government, or the regular movement of
the mails, or the orderly movement of interstate commerce, It
is only when one or more of these conditions arises that the
President can act with reference to the subjects referred to in
your interrogatory.

Mr. RICHARDSON. But when that condition does arise,
with reference to any employment or any question of wages,
then the President can act?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas.
tude.

Mr. RICHARDSON.
how small.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. It can not be small. It must be of
sufficient magnitude to interrupt the movement of the mails or
the civil or military operations of the Government or the move-
ment of interstate or foreign commerce.

Mr. RICHARDSON. There are a thousand little rivulets
that run into interstate commerce from the States, and the in-
terruption of one of them would justfy the Interposition of the
President.

Related to transportation corpo-

Certainly, in a case of that magni-

It makes mo difference how large or

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. It is inconceivable to my mind that
the President of the United States would seize upon an oppor-
tunity like that indicated by the gentleman from Alabama in
effort to put into operation the powers attempted to be con-
ferred in this bill.

Mr. RICHARDSON.
the power to do it?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I think not. I can not conceive
how a dispute, like that which the gentleman has in mind evi-
dently, could be of such magnitude as to interrupt interstate and
foreign commerce or the civil or military operations of the
Government or the regular movements of the mails.

Mr. ESCH. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Yes.

Mr. ESCH. Would not an overexercise of this power by the
President weaken the operation of the law?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Undeniably so.

Mr. ESCH. Therefore the President would have every reason
to exercise this power only on rare occasions.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Unless he deliberately intended to
destroy the law.

Mr. ESCH. Which is not a reasonable supposition.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I would hardly suppose so,

Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania. I should like to ask, as a
matter of information, what power this commission would have,
or where would there be any power to enforce its recommenda-
tions to report?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas.
moral force of public opinion.

Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania. It would not amount to any-
thing except so far as that is concerned.

Mr, RUSSELL of Texas. But that is a great deal. There
never has existed a great abuse that could permanently survive
the force of a righteous public opinion. ]

Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania. I do not mean publie opinion.
I mean so far as the legal enforcement of its findings are con-
cerned.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. There is no machinery at all pro-
viding for its enforcement.

Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania. Then, suppose the people
interested in the controversy should refuse to appear, to enter
into this arbitration, to produce books and papers—could they
compel that to be done if they have no power to enforce their
own finding?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I think so. I do not see any
reason why not. If the gentleman knows of any reason why——

Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania, I merely raised the question.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. The mere fact that they can not go
any further than to make a report to the President which shall
be transmitted to Congress does not necessarily deprive the
commission of the power to enforce the attendance of witnesses
and ascertain in a proper way all the facts with reference to
the controversy.

Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania. Could you confer upon the
commission the power to enforce its report or its conclusions?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. That is purely speculative now and
does not matter. I see no good that could come from a dis-
cussion of it, as it is not at all involved in this bill, until some
measure comes before the House tending to provide compulsory
arbitration, and I will say to the gentleman frankly that I
would not support a bill providing for compulsory arbitration.
I want the gentleman to understand eclearly that this bill does
not provide for compulsory arbitration. It does not attempt it
in any way.

Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvanin. If you undertake to settle a
controversy between individuals, the commission might find
a case where the claim made would be that the commission’s
findings, If enforced, would impair the obligation of contracts.
Would the Government under these circumstances have any
authority to appoint a commission for that purpose?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas., There is no authority, as far as
this bill is concerned, to require parties to abide the decision.
The commission is only authorized fo ascertnin the facts in an
orderly and legal way, and then to report their findings.

Mr. HARDY. I would like to ask the gentleman a guestion.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HARDY. Is it not a fact that under the provisions of
this bill there is no power given to bring any verdict that could
be enforeed, and yet there is power to require the parties to such
a legal controversy to appear, be sworn under the penalty of
perjury, and give evidence in relation to their affairs and pro-
ceedings?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Unquestionably.
does not object to it on that ground, does he?

But you admit, do you not, that he has

None in the world, except the

The gentleman
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Mr. HARDY. I ask what the situation is. Does the gentleman
know whether or not the transportation companies and the
large corporations engaged in interstate commerce do or not
favor this bill?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I have not a personal knowledge of
that subject. I have been informed that the bill is being re-
sisted to some extent by both the large employers of labor and
some of the labor leaders.

Mr. HARDY. Does any labor organization favor this bill?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Frankly, I will say to the gentleman
I ean not tell whether they do or not. I have no personal
knowledge of any labor organization opposing it or any employer
of labor opposing it. I have been informed that they do.

Mr. HARDY. Recognizing the fact that no man has any
right to compel anybody to employ him under our present con-
ditions of labor controversies and the condition of laboring
men, does the gentleman from Texas think it wise to give such
a power as this bill does to force an investigation against the
will of parties interested when you can not give them any
relief, no matter how much you find they have been imposed
upon ?

Mr, RUSSELL of Texas. The gentleman is proceeding upon
the proposition that because the bill does not provide for com-
pulsory arbitration, therefore it ought not provide a means for
eliciting the facts concerning the labor dispute.

Mr. HARDY. Is not this in the nature of compulsory arbi-
tration?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I can not see it that way.

Mr. HARDY. If the bill should go far enough and say that
the parties could be cited and state the case on the issues that
it made up, and the commission could bring in a verdict and
enter a judgment so that their findings were enforced, that
would be compulsory arbitration. Does not this go far enongh
to force them to give the evidence?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. It forces them to give the evidence,
and it will give all the relief which a righteous public opinion
can afford.

Mr. HARDY. My understanding is from some Members here
that labor erganizations, as far as they have manifested any
opinion, have condemned the measures.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I have no knowledge of it.

Mr. HARDY. So far as I am concerned, that would have
considerable weight with me unless it were very apparent that
the legislation was necessary, because they are so interested,
and as the bill gives them no relief, I would hesitate to require
them to come under oath and answer as to all affairs when you
can give them no remedy.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. It seems that some gentlemen who
ask these questions oppose the bill because it is compulsory
arbitration in one breath and then oppose it in another because
it is not compulsory arbitration.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. That is not my position. It seems
to me that as far as you go it is compulsory arbitration, but
it does not go to the limit of giving a remedy and enforcing the
remedy. It does not go to that extent, but the investigation is
compulsory, and that is what I am opposed to unless you could
give me some good reason to the contrary.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Is the gentleman in favor of com-
pulsory arbitration?

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I am not.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. The bill provides, if the gentleman
will read it——

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. It seems to me that arbitration
is in the nature of an agreement; that men agree that they will
arbitrate their differences. Then the law may be brought in to
provide a way; but to say that two men shall be compelled to
agree to a matter, that is not an agreement at all—that is
compulsory, and I am opposed to anything of that kind, except-
ing in the ordinary channels of the courts,

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to re-
state a proposition I have just been discussing, but these in-
terrogatories show so manifestly that the gentlemen have not
carefully read the bill that I want to make another statement
of the proposition I made awhile ago, and that is this: That
this bill attempts to lodge in the commission to be appointed
by the President every facility for truthfully eliciting the facts
and arriving at an accurate conclusion in the controversy.
That is all. X

It does not rely upon any sort of compulsion at all, except
the compulsion that follows from honest investigation and a
correctly formed public opinion. If the public opinion is mani-

festly in error, then it will not force a settlement of the contro-
versy, but if it is such a public opinion as is correctly formed
upon truthful fact, then in the ordinary course of events parties

to the controversy would be compelled to yield to that, as we
always yield to righteous public sentiment.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Is the gentleman in favor of com-
pulsory arbitration?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Not at all. And I repeat again,
that this bill does not suggest the principle of compulsory arbi-
tration. Now, I want to call attention briefly, before I close,
to some reasons why this legislation should be enacted. The
country possibly, in time of peace, when it is not disturbed by
great labor commotions, does not realize the enormous loss in-
flicted through these sad events. I have here before me a
volume called “Labor and Capital” If contains a number of
very interesting articles. I want to read briefly from just two
of them. I want to read first a statement made by Cardinal
Gibbons, to be found in this volume at page 142, He has this
to say on the subject:

Ex?erlence has shown that strikes are a drastle, and at best a very
questionable, remedy for the redress of the laborer's grievances. They
paralyze industry, they often foment flerce passions and lead to the
destruction of property, and, above all, they result in inflicting grievous
injury on the laborer himself by keeping him in enforced idleness, during
which his mind is clouded by discontent while brooding over his situa-
tion, and his family not infrequently suffers from the want of even
the necessaries of life.

It would be a vast stride in the interests of peace and of the labor-
ing classes If the policy of arbitration, which Is now gaining favor
for the settlement of international quarrels, were also availed of for
the adjustment of disputes between capital and labor. Many blessings
would result from the adoption of this method, for, while strikes, as
the name implies, are aggressive and destructive, arbitration is con-
ciliatory and constructive; the result in the former case is determined
by ttim weight of the purse, in the latter by the weight of the argu-
ment,

Now, then, listen to some striking figures submitted by Mr.
Carroll D. Wright upon the same subject in the volume I have
before me, at page 153. I invite the attention of the commitiee
to these figures:

The record of strikes in the United Btates for the twenty years end-
ing December 31, 1900, as shown by the United States Department of
Labor, would seem to indicate that at times, at least, some drastic
measure for the prevention of conflicts might be desirable. This record
is that during the period named there were 22,793 strikes, with a wage
loss of $257,863,478, a loss through assistance rendered by labor or-
ganizations of $16,174,793 and a loss to employers of $£122731,121,
The lockouts during the same period numbered 1,005, with a wage loss-
to em])loyees of $48,810,745, a loss through assistance rendered by labor
organizations of $3,‘i51.-161', and a loss to employers of $19,927,983.
The total losses by strikes and lockouts reached. the vast sum of
$408,0658,681. It is curious to note that in 50.77 per cent of the
establishments in which strikes occurred they were successful, in 13.04
per cent partially successful, and in 86.19 per cent failures; in 50.70
per cent of the establishments where lockouts were ordered success
attended the efforts of the employers, while in 6.28 per cent they were
partially successful, and in 42,93 per cent the lockouts failed of the
object for which they were order In a large majority of all these
strikes and lockouts the public as such probably experienced little or
no inconvenience, and therefore was not sensitively interested in them,
but in others, and those of the greatest magnitude, the loss can not be
computed by any statistical method. It is utterly fmpossible to ascer-
tain the direct and indirect loss to the public through great strikes
and lockouts which suspend traffic, raise prices, and affect all trades
and commercial transactions. .

Mr. WALDO. What was the period?

Mr. TOWNSEND. Twenty years ending 1900.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Twenty years ending December 31,
1900.

Now, I have here another volume. I will not take time to
read largely from it, but it is the report of the Commissioner of
Labor on the subject of strikes and lockouts for the year 1906.
It is devoted to a consideration of the subject for the twenty-
five years immediately prior to 1905. I invite the attention of
the House to the following statement from that report:

In this report of twenty-five years there were 386,757 strikes and
1,546 lockouts in the United States, making a total of 38,303 disturb-
ances of this character. As above indicated, disturbances of less than
one day's duration are not included in these numbers.

Strikes occurred in 181,407 establishments and lockouts in 18,547 es-
tablishments, making a total of 199,954 establishments involved in
these disturbances. The total number of rsons who ‘went out on
strikes doring the twenty-five years was 6,728,048, and the number of
persons locked out was 716,231, making a total of 7,444,279 persons
striking and locked out.

Because of the dependence of one occupation upon another the cessa-
tion of work by strikers and employees locked out often renders it im-
possible for fetlow-em:t)loyees in the same establishment to continue
work. The number of employees, including strikers, thrown out of
work by strikes within this period of twenty-five years was 8,703,824,
and the number thrown out of work by lockouts was 825,010, making
a total of 9,520,434 persons thrown out of work by these labor dis-
turbances in the establishments involved. In the above figures estab-
lishments and employees have been counted each time they were in-
volved In different strikes and lockouts. On the other hand, no at-
temEt has been made to estimate the number of persons thrown out of
work in establishments not Involved In the disturbances, but closely
dependent in many ways on the establishment involved, as in furnish-
ing material, ete.

Of the 36,757 strikes from 1881 to 1905, 65.90 per cent were ordered
b{ labor organizations and 31.01 per cent were begun either by em-
ployces who were not members of organizations, or who, if members of
organizations, went on strike without the sanction of their organiza-
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tlons, Of the 181,407 esmbllsbmenta involved in lﬂ:l'lkes1 r‘;:oer

were included in strikes ordered b organizations. kes ordered b

labor organizations included T79.69 per cent of all strikes and 77.4

Per ecent of the total persons thrown out of work in establishments
volved in strikes.

The avera dumtlon of strikes per e utabllshm.lt was 25 4 days and
lockouts 84. 8. The strike or lockout does not, urse, always
result in the clos ng of the establishment affected, but ln strlkes 111 3
or 61.38 per cent of all establishments imrolved. were closed a

age of 20.1 days. In lockouts, 12,658, or cent of all estab-
lishments Inwv {ved_ were closed an average ot m days. The days
here referred to are calendar days, including Sundays and holldays.

This will give the House some conception of the enormous loss
in wages and earnings growing out of strikes and lockouts.
When we take the average price of labor per day and multiply
that by the number of days the employees were out of employ-
ment by reason of strikes or lockouts, and consider the average
amount of the wages, we see what an enormous loss has been
incurred by the wage-earner himself., But the greater loss falls
upon the public at large, who suffer from the controversy be-
tween the employee and the employer; the people who suffer
when a coal strike is on, when a coal famine prevails; the people
who suffer when other things can not be had; they are the peo-
ple who should appeal to us in the consideration of this legis-
lation.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman permit a
question?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Yes, sir.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Is it not a fact that in the
great bulk of the sirikes referred to in that report the publie
was not inconvenienced at all?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I think not.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. The public at large?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I think not.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. And is not it also a fact, in
compiling these statistics of the loss of wages, that the number
of days that the strike continued is multiplied by the average
wage per day in order to get at the amount of the loss of
wages?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. In the report I have just read
there is no effort on the part of the commissioner at all to state
the pecuniary loss involved.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania.
statement.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I could not tell you the process of
calculation by which these results were reached in the volume
read here. In that report of the Commissioner of Labor there
is no effort to state in dollars and cents the pecuniary loss in-
volved. He simply states the number of laborers involved, the
number of days the lockouts existed, and the number of days
the strikes existed; taking the number of strikes and lockouts
and getting a general average in that way, and in that way
ascertaining the number of days they were out.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. The statement just read a
few minutes ago, I believe from Mr. Carroll D. Wright, under-
takes to state the loss by strikes for a period of twenty years
ending December 31, 1900. What I want to bring out is this—
that these statistics are misleading, because of the fact that they
do not make any allowance for the work that would otherwise
be done; that otherwise would be performed by the strikers and
other classes of workers in the same line of work, and it did not
take into consideration the actual loss of time in the industry
to the workman who is working there, so that the figures are
incorreet.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. As to the general results, they may
be susceptible to the suggestion the gentleman made just a mo-
ment ago; but there is also another element that ought to be
considered, namely, that Mr. Carroll D. Wright does not attempt
at all in this to estimate in any way the loss to the general pub-
lic by strikes and lockouts.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Is it not also a fact that un-
lees where a strike is general in any given line of trade the
trade itself has supplied the material, and there is no loss to the
publie; it is only when a general strike takes place that no loss
can come to the public whatever?

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. I would like to ask the
gentleman a question for information. He refers to the possi-
bility of loss or inconvenience to the general public from the
strike in the coal mines. Is it contemplated in the provisions of
this bill that the inquiry here authorized shall extend to strikes
in the coal mines?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Replying to my friend, I will say
that under the first section of the act is contained the only
authority under which the President can exercise the authority
intended to be conveyed by this bill. I simply use that as an
illustration to show the enormous loss and suffering that are
sometimes inflicted upon the public by reason of strikes. The
mere fact that the public suffers would not of itself authorize

There was in a previous

the setting in motion of this machinery unless it were of a na-
ture that affected the movement of commerce beween the States,
the transportation of the mails, or the civil or military opera-
tions of the Government.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Can the gentleman imag-
ine any condition that would justify the Federal Government
in interfering in this matter, or extending the inquiry to the
coal fields, that wounld come under the first section of this bill?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Not unless the controversy was of
such a character as to present one or more of the features de-
scribed in the first section of this bill.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Does the gentleman think
that is possible?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. It would depend entirely upon
whether it presented one of the federal guestions provided for
in the proposed law.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Then, if that is possible,
is it not a further possibility, and equally so, that it may extend
to the very enterprise that the gentleman from Alabama re-
ferred to on the plantations?

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. I think not.

Mr, HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. I do not see why.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. It does not extend to either unless
the controversy embraces one or more of the requirements con-
tained in the first section of the bill—neither the coal miners
nor the cotton planters.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. The reason I made the
inguiry is this: Because the illustration the gentleman made is
a very common and a very usual one to justify this particular
inquiry—the inconvenience to all the people resulting from the
strikes in the coal mines—and I have never been able to have
any gentleman explain to me how it is possible for this inquiry
to extend to strikes in the coal field, which are so popular as an
illustration.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. It may be a popular or common
illustration, but if the gentleman will read the bill, and no
doubt he has read it or will do so——

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. I have read it.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. He will discover that the mere fact
that the operation of a coal mine is involved does not justify the
appointing of these agencies by the President. It is only when
the controversy is of such a nature as described by the first
section of the bill that the President can act at all.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. If it can by any possibility
refer to the coal mine, it can, under the same conditions, refer
to the cotton field.

Mr. RUSSELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I do not know of
anything I can say at this time which would make clearer to
the House the emergencies, and the only emergencies, under
which the President will be authorized to act. The reasons for
this action by the House not only seem to me to be strong and
convineing, but the time is ripe for wise legislation on this great
question. No great industrial dispute now engages our at-
tention, and for that reason we ean act with a more unclouded
vision than when passions are unbridled by some great commo-
tion which convulses the country. I am a friend of labor and
believe profoundly in the wisdom of labor organizations. Im
my judgment the labor unions of America are the most im-’
portant factors in keeping up the standard of wages here both
of organized labor and unorganized labor, and I would give
my support to no measure which, in my judgment, would inflict
an injustice on those unions. I believe this measure will result
not only in the general good of the country, but in the good of
both labor and the employer of labor. Year by year the great
corporations and those who are in their employ are watching
each other to see who shall get the first clutch at the throat.
The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Towxsexp] has told the
House how the great coal barons are accumulating enormous
supplies of coal—for what purpose except in case of a strike
to starve their operatives into subjection. When a great in-
dustrial dispute is on, when mines and factories and railroads
are involved, and when thousands of laborers are engaged in
the contest, then each side is eager to enlist public sentiment in
its behalf.

The public under present conditions has no opportunity
of obtaining a knowledge of the controversy which is accurate
and satisfying. If the press shall furnish information which
shows the strikes to be in the wrong, it will be denounced as
having been furnished by the paid agents of * predatory wealth.”
If information shall be furnished showing that the great cor-
porations are in the wrong, it will be claimed with vehemence
that it is misleading and that it is but the propaganda of vio-
lence and anarchy. If the authority to create this commission
during periods of great strikes shall be granted, then the right
and the wrong of the controversy can be ascertained in a regi-

——
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lar and orderly way by those who have no interests except the
general good. Men of high character and great ability will be
called to this service who will have no motive except the resto-
ration of peace—a just and honorable peace. Both sides can be
represented and the evidence will be elicited with the accuracy
of a trinl of a case in court. When the evidence is all in then
the public will be truthfully and honestly advised as to the real
merits of the dispute, and a public conscience of the people will
render a judgment whose force neither side will be able to evade
or defy, It will bring peace because, and only because, in this
enlightened and Christian era no man and no organization can
set at defiance a righteous public judgment.

But a short while ago, when the great telegraphers’ strike
was on, the strikers appealed to the President to do the very
thing this bill proposes to allow him to do. If that power had
then been exercised by the President, how much loss or suffer-
ing might have been prevented. As the situation now exists,
both the corporation and the striker say “ Hands off and let us
fight it out to the death.” Both believe they have the power to
crush the other. But while the struggle proceeds, what is to be-
come of the general public, which is in no way responsible for
the battle? The loss to the corporation and the loss to the
strikers is often appalling, but it may be that the suffering of
the people at large, who have no connection with the contest, is
even greater. The whole people of the United States are en-
titled to have their interest regarded by us in considering this
measure. In my judgment, if it becomes a law, it will be a
preventive of many labor controversies and it will shorten
others, It will be for the best interest of employer and em-
ployee, and result in lasting good to the country at large. [Ap-
plause, ]

Mr. RYAN, Mr. Chairman, to my mind this is a peculiar
gituation, but all of us have seen peculiar conditions in the last
few years, and one of them was the attempt to compel the
adoption of phonetic spelling. Another was the striking of the
legend “In God we trust” from our coinage. Remembering
those things, I am not surprised that the House is asked to pass
a bill that the press and the people of the country have not
asked for; a bill, Mr. Chairman, that is of vast importance to
both the labor interests and the employers of this country, and
yet neither have been heard in its favor before the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of this House, who have
had this bill under consideration.

Mr. Chairman, in the short time that I will occupy I will en-
deavor to show that there is no demand for this legislation,
that it will serve no good purpose, and that it ought not to pass.
As has been stated, it provides—and I will briefly refer to some
of the provisions of the bill:

That whenever within any State or States, Territory or Territories,
or the District of Columbia a controversy concerning wages, hours of
labor, or conditions of employment shall arise, by reason of which con-
troversy the transportation of the United States mails, the operations,
civil or military, of the Government of the United States, or the free
and regular movement of commerce among the several States and with
foreign nations is, in the judgment of the President, interrupted or
directly affected, or threatened with being so interrupted or directly

affected, the President may, in his discretion, inquire into the same and
inc:estlgate the causes thereof in accordance with the provisions of this
act.

Further on it says: .

That having made such Investigation and ascertained the facts con-
nected with the controversy into which it was appointed to inquire, the
commission shall with all convenient dispatch formulate its report
thereon, setting forth the causes of the same, locating, so far as may
be, the responsibility therefor, and making such specific recommenda-
tlons as shall in its judgment put an end to such controversy or dis-
turbance and prevent a recurrence thereof, suggesting any legislation
which the case may seem to require,

Now, gentlemen have sald that this is not compulsory arbi-
tration ; that this merely provides for investigating certain dis-
putes which may arise, and yet we have this provision which
gives the commission power and directs them to report such
recommendations as may prevent a recurrence of such disputes.
In other words, to compel people to do that which they are not
now compelled to do—interfering with the free exercise of that
which every man claims he is entitled to under the Constitution.

This bill, Mr. Chairman, was pending during the Fifty-ninth
Congress, and the only persons that appeared before the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce were the Hon.
James R, Garfield, then Commissioner of Corporations in the
Department of Commerce and Labor, and Charles P. Neill, Com-
missioner of Labor. An article from Charles Francis Adams,
of Massachusetts, favoring legislation of this character, was
presented by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. TowXNsSEND],
and also the draft of a bill by a gentleman in Boston named
John P. Palfrey. ;

That, Mr, Chairman, is all the record that has been obtained
by this committee on this important measure. The bill was re-

ported to the House in the Fifty-ninth Congress with the under-
standing that it would not be called up. Now, we are to-day
asked to enact into law, so far as this House is concerned, that
very same measure, without any additional consideration.

Mr. Chairman, I venture the statement that not 10 per cent
of the Members of this House know anything about it or have
given it the slightest consideration. My friend from Texas
[Mr. RusseLr] said that he had no knowledge as to whether or
not capital or labor were opposed to or in favor of this measure,
I have such knowledge. The labor organizations of this coun-
try are practically unanimous in their opposition to this bill.
Mr. W. 8. Stone, grand chief of the Brotherhood of Locomotive
Engineers; J. J. Hannahan, grand master of Brotherhood of
Locomotive Firemen and Engineers; A. B. Garretson, president of
the Order of Railway Conductors; P. H. Morrisey, grand master
of the Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, have all written let-
ters that were placed by me in the Recorp during the closing
hours of the last session, I had them at that time, Mr. Chair-
man, because we were given to understand that that bill would
be called up before Congress adjourned, but for obvious reasons
it was permitted to die, but it is called up to-day when nobody
expected it.

In order to show, Mr. Chairman, what Mr. Gompers, than
whom I believe none in the country is more competent to speak
regarding the attitude of labor, thinks about this bill, I will ask
the Clerk to read in my time a letter which he wrote to me,
referring to this very bill.

Mr. ESCH. I would like to a8k the genileman a question.

Mr. RYAN, I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ESCH. Were not all parties interested required to ap-
pear before our committee when the bill was up for its consid-
eration?

Mr. RYAN. Certainly. I understood the gentleman from
Michigan wrote to many parties, both employers and employees,
and none appeared.

Mr. ESCH. Was not Mr. Fuller present, and did he not
state that he did not care to express any opinion on the bill?

Mr. RYAN. I will have Mr, Fuller's statement read after the
reading of Mr, Gompers's letter has been completed by the Clerk.

Mr. ESCH. He was given an opportunity to testify. Now,
my question is, Did he not say he did not care to express his
views on that particular measure?

Mr. RYAN. At that particular time.

Mr. ESCH. At the time the hearings were conducted.

Mr. RYAN. As a matter of fact, there is and was no demand
for this bill. Nobody appeared in favor of the bill, except a lot
of theoretical chaps. [Laughter.]

The Clerk read as follows:

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR,
Washington, D. C., March £3, 1908,
Hon. WiLLiaM H. RYAN

»
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

Dear Sir: A month or two ago, havi been asked to express my
opinion upon H. R. 4857, introduced by Mr. Towxsexp, I wrote to
you at considerable Ienlgth upon the subject dealt with in that bill,

In addition thereto I desire to say that a friend of mine having the
same subject in mind addressed a letter to me in the nature of a protest
against the pa e of the Townsend bill or the principles involved in
it, and because it is so pertinent let me guote what he said :

“The open door to compulsory arbitratlon is the official mvew_ﬁ?-
tion and report; that is, official arbitration by the Government.
only plausible argument for officlalism in labor disputes is the creation,
or manufacture, of *correct’ public opinion as to the merits of each
dispute as it arises. It is said not to be the design of the advocates
of officialism to decide such controversies, but only to investigate and
report, thus givin% publicity to the facts. But to make a public report
in such cases will necessarily involve the pmh%% of zgedg:ment. How
will these ex cathedra jodgments be colored? ith ress In the
hands of capitalists and the officlal investigators holding office through
gglltlcal influence emanating from political bosses or ?ollﬂcnl power

hind whom are the large employers of labor, could labor e t a

roper consideration of its side or a fair presentation to the publie of
ts contentions? Would not the bureau or commission become a sort of
capitalistic or commercial priesthood?

“ Such a law would be either thus perverted and turned against labor
or it would be a dead letter. In either aspect of the case it would

O -

"g‘ ere can be no arbitration exceint where the disputants mutunllr
and voluntarily consent. The initiative should be private, not official.
Voluntary arbitration, the only sort that is worth mentioning, is belng
resorted to almost every day. For this no law is needed. Here the
Government—that is to tm{)f political power—should keep its hands off.
Moreover, any such law, résisted, would fail to stand the test of
constitutionality.

“ But let the bureau, commission, or whatever it may be called, be
once established, even if without compulsory jurisdiction, and a cry will
at once be set up for power to enforce Its decrees. Therefore the de-
seription of official investigation and report as the open door to compul-
smg arbitration is correct.”

ow, as to arbitration boards or compulsorfy
that organized labor of the United Btates has fr
¥olic or tErlnprle of compulsory arbitration, for compulsory arbitra-
ion i1s nothing more nor less than compulsory abiding by the award ren-
dered by the arbitrators,

We hold that to enforce an award against emphaee.s backed up
the law and by the Government, is confiscation. On the other

arbitration, let me say
om the first opposed the
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the enforcement of an award by law and by the Government, when
such an award is agalnst workmen, Involves compulsory enforcement
of involuntary servitude; in other words, slavery., And let me add
that experience has.demonsirated the soundness of contention of the
working ple of the United States. The compulsory-arbitration law
of New Zealand and other Australasian countries is admitted to be a
fallure of its purpose.

About ten years ago a Mr. Lusk came to the United States, and for
months entered upon a campai to convince our people, particularly
the employers, that they should follow in the course of New Zealand
and adopt compulsory arbitration. It was my privilege at the time
to be present on one of the occasions when Mr. Lusk was addressing
an influential fuhllc meeting. I took the Issue with him, and though
made to bear the brunt of adverse criticism by the opponents to our
movement and through a portion of the public press, the position I
took was thought compelling.

For geveral years we had to meet the advocates of compulsory arbi-
tration in the various legislatures and in the United SBtates Congress.
as well as upon the public platform. A turn in the tide of opinion
came and cmgloyers generally agreed with labor that compulsory arbi-
tration should not be made part of our economic or political system—
that Is, compulsory arbitration by the State or Nation. Owing to the
attitode of organ labor we have therefore escaped the enactment
of compulsory arbitration laws in the States and in the United States.
Employers and those having the better understanding of industrial
conditfons and the industrial relations of employer and employees
saw the undesgirability and ineffectiveness and, above all, the injustice
of such a law.

Organized labor belleves In a policy of conciliation and arbitration,
but belleves in arbitration only where conciliation has failed, and it
contends that arbitration when entered into should be voluntary, and
voluntarily and faithfully abiding by an award rendered; that this is
the only method to obtain and maintain the largest degree of industrial
peace consistent with human liberty.

1 should add that we believe in an investigation of some of the indus-
trial disputes and controversies which arise, but I am fully persuaded
that the fullest advantages and best results with the least injury to
the people and thelr rights would accrue from unofficial or quasi-official
investigation, rather than Investigations conducted by a commission
created by law with power, with penalties, punishments, and what not.

It is exceedjnglg interesting to note to what extent some men want
other men to do by law, and let me add that I have no hesitancy in
declaring my sincere convictions that such a Dbill as the Townsend bill
simply means the forerunner of an attempt at compulsory arbitration
by law with all that that implies.

Very respectfully, yours,
SAML. GOMPERS,
President American Federation of Labor.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I now ask the Clerk to read the
Jetters from Mr. Fuller and Mr. Goss, and the presidents of
the different railroad organizations printed on that same page,
as I remember it.

The Clerk read as follows:

ORGANIZATIONS OF RATLROAD EMPLOYEES.
WasHINGTON, D. C., March 17, 1908.
Hon. W. H. RYAR, M. C.

4
W’aahinﬂtou. D:, o
Dpar Bir: On behalf andnl&y authority of the Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Engineers, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen,
Brotherhood of Hailroad Trainmen, and Order of Rallway Conduetors,
we earnestly and respectfully exFress the o‘P sition of these organiza-
tions to the passage of House bill No. 15447, entitled “ A bill for the
h:;estlgation of contmversies; aﬂectl}ng intietgstat]; l;.;;;mmerce. and, for
other pur})oses," our reasons for such opposition expressed in the
attached letter bearing the signatures of the chief executive officers of
the above-named organizatlons.
Respectfully submitted.
. FULLER,

H. R
Legislative Representative Brotherhood of Locomotive
Engineers, Brotherhood of Locomative Firemen and
Enginemen, Bmﬂwrh?llooltqi of Railroad Trainmen.
. N. Goss,
Legislative Representative Order of Roilway Conductors.

WasHINGTON, D. C., March 16, 1908,
Messrs, H. R. FoLrer and M. N. Goss,
Legislative Representatives, Waehington, D. C.

GENTLEMEN : For the members of the organizations we represent you'

are authorized to oppose the passage of H. R. 15447, a bill for the
investigation of controversies affecting interstate commerce, and for
other Ipurposes.

Legislation such as this bill contemplates is not sought by the rail-
way employees, and is otherwise objectionable. We believe that the
bill tends toward compulsory arbitration, which principle we oppose.
We are in favor of publicity in all things pertaining to the relations
between capital and labor and of any method or plan that is econom-
ieally m;tht that will minimize industrial warfare, but we do not an
more believe in settlement of these questions under government domi-
nation than we do in government by injunction.

We belleve that there is now sufficient law on the subject. The law
approved June 1, 1898, known as the * Erdman Act,” provides adequate
means for mediation, conciliation, and voluntary arbitration. Any-
thing more would, in our judgment, be oppressive.

Yours, truly,
W. 8. Sroxm,

Grand Chief Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.
. . J. HANNAHAN,
Grand Master Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen,
A. B. GARRETSON,
President Order Rail Conductors.
P. H. MoRRISEY,
Grand Master Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
Mr. RYAN. Now, Mr. Chairman, I think the reading of those
leiters conclusively shows that there is some opposition to this
bill. I have as yet failed to see where there is any demand for
it. I think that answers the gentleman with regard to the
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attitude of Mr, Fuller and the other officers of the different
railroad and labor organizations in regard to this bill.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, with those gentlemen, that the only
arbitration that can be successful is voluntary arbitration.
Compulsory arbitration has been a failure and is a failure in
Australia and in Canada, as any man can determine who desires
to read the facts with regard to its operation in those countries.

There is sufficient law now on the statute books of this coun-
try in law of 1898, known as the “Erdman Act,” and also in the
act creating the Bureau of Corporations in the Department of
Commerce and Labor. They have full power now to do all that
is necessary for the Government to do in connection with mat-
ters of this character.

I do not believe that there is anything that can occur in this
country in strikes that will be new. - We have had all sorts of
labor disputes. Everything that can be done by capital or labor
is known, and there is no occasion for waiting until some dis-
turbance occurs, and then permitting the President, as provided
in this act, to appoint commissions with all their little per-
quisites and privileges, as carried by the different paragraphs
in this bill.

This is not a unanimous report in favor of this bill. The Re-
publican members of the committee are not all in favor of it.
We on our side lost our friend from Texas [Mr. Russerr], but
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Loverineg] joined with
the minority, and so far as numbers are concerned, we are on
an even footing.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the enactment of this Jaw.
I do not believe there is a demand for it. It is indefinite in
purpose. It would be a law without a penalty. It paraphrases
the arbitration law of 1898, and I know of no good purpose that
it would serve. Mr. Chairman, I believe the American lahor
organizations are entitled to more favorable consideration than
is liere proposed. The American wage-worker is the bone and
sinew of this land. He is the means by which we excel in the
world’s trade. He is the one who in times of danger must
bear the brunt of battle, the country’s producer in times of
peace, and its defender in time of war, and he is entitled to a
square deal, and every fair and reasonable opportunity for ad-
vancement should be given him. I trust that no law such as
is here proposed will be placed upon the statutes of this coun-
try. [Applauose.] !

I reserve the balance of my time, yielding ten minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. NicHoLLs].

Mr. NICHOLLS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I rise to op-
pose this measure because I believe it is substantially compul-
sory arbitration. According to the arguments advanced, its
whole aim is to compel both sides of any labor controversy
which comes within the provisions of this bill—and they are
more numerous than appear on the surface of the measure—fo
submit to the findings of this commission, It provides that the
commission shall investigate the difficulty and that then it shall
recommend the means of settling the difficulty, and recommend
remedies, so that there will be no recurrence. If it does not
compel the parties to submit, then it is noneffective and useless.
Any measure or effort of this kind should be judged according
to what it does, bearing in mind the old saying, “ Handsone is
as handsome does;” and if this measure, which is supposed to
compel through public sentiment the settlement of differences
according to the findings of this proposed commission, is opera-
tive, then it actually becomes compulsory arbitration. Who will
dare to refuse acceptance of its findings?

Mpr. Chairman, I have been sent here, in the main, by a labor-
ing constituency and am, in a measure, especially their Repre-
sentative. I want to make the point that, first of all, our
people do not want this kind of legislation. Next, the men who
may be selected on such a commission may not be acquainted
with the industry in which the difficulty has arisen, and there-
fore will not be qualified to enter into the details of the business
and arrange an agreement by which the men and employers
engaged in that industry must abide.

I want to point out another reason why I am opposed to
this as a Representative of the laboring man, and that is that
in a certain controversy that arose in the anthracite-coal regions
one of the men selected to act as an umpire decided that an
employer may discharge whenever he pleases, for whatever he
pleases, with cause or without cause, by giving a reason or by
not giving a reason,

This decision was made in a case where there was a contract
binding the employers and men that worked in that industry
for a period of three years. This was the finding of the Anthra-
cite Coal Strike Commission. Now, the workingmen are not
going to be protected; they are practically eompelled to submit
their differences to men who have no knowledge of the details
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of their industry, and may decide even after the contract is
made between the employer and the employees; that at any
minute the employer may discharge one or all of the men who
are parties to that contract, leaving them absolutely without
any right to participate in the benefits of that contract, and
yet protect the employer from other employees, or possibly
from these employees going on a strike and demanding certain
conditions which will be new and better for labor. It protects
the employer, but it leaves the employee absolutely at the mercy
of the employer.

Now, we do not want this kind of decision. I claim that
when a contract is made between an employer and his men, that
unless these men fail to give good service and a reasonable
amount of service, they ought not to be discharged without
cause. The only cause for their being discharged ought to be
that they fail to comply with the conditions of the contract and
do not render good service. And yet one of these men selected
under the cireumstances I have stated decided that they may
be discharged and prevented from enjoying all benefits of that
confract at any time.

I want to point also to the fact that in the hearings of this
kind, where the question is to be thoroughly brought out and
explained, it will be practically a court of last resort for the
settlement of that difficulty or that strike, and that it will be
to the interest of both parties to do their very best and present
their side of the case in its true and full light, in order that
they may have the benefit of the good judgment and a chance to
have the verdict in their favor. ,

Now, what does that require? It requires that in hearings
of that kind the workmen will have to employ a lawyer; that
they will have to get the services at some time of expert statis-
ticians, as the miners had to do in the Anthracite Strike Com-
mission hearing, which may involve great expense. It means
that they will be opposed by astute lawyers employed by the
corporations, and that when it comes to presenting their case

as a matter of technicality, presenting it according to the recog-'

nized rules, they will have to have the services of a highly paid
lawyer, or a corps of them, and the workingman will be at a
disandvantage and an unfair disadvantage.

Our experience has been that the safest way is to either
present the case to the employer himself, who understands what
we say, who understands the common language used in that
business, and not to have these terms laid aside and other
language used by lawyers employed by the employers them-
selves to mystify those gentlemen who in all honesty may be
attempting to learn the facts in regard to the difficulty. :

If the employers and employees desire to arbitrate, and, as a
general proposition the workingman stands for that, the organi-
zations advocate it; that it shall be voluntary, then they can
get together and select two men, or an equal number from either
side, and these can select a third party to determine the matter,
if they disagree. This arbitration can be earried forward in the
language usually used in that industry, and the facts be brought
out far more clearly than if they be brought out where there are
lawyers on either side—and without any disrespect to the gen-
tlemen who are lawyers here—for the purpose of mystifying, if
it is desirable, the men there to learn the facts.

I want also to point out that this kind of commission does
not finally settle any of these questions, for to settle these ques-
tions means to put them on a working basis, to work out a
definite agreement between the employer and the employee, set-
ting forth as definitely as possible the rights of either and of
both sides, so that there will be little chance of disagreement.
The great trouble to-day in the coal industry in the region I
come from, namely, the anthracite, is that there is no definite
agreement between the workingmen and their employers.

The Anthracite Coal Strike Commission, I think, did a very
worthy work at the time they were appointed, at a time when
the country needed some intervention in the interests of all the
people; a very worthy work which I personally praised after I
first read its report. But they did not settle the difficulties.
They say in their report that they hope the employers and em-
ployees will get together and formulate a definite working agree-
ment and eliminate the causes of the difficulty which they recog-
nize still remain. It is impossible for men appointed as these
genilemen were to settle a general trouble; to go into the details.
Their main purpose, and the main purpose in appointing them,
was to secure peace and restoration of work in order that the
people might have anthracite coal. They were not able, and it

was not within their scope, to go into all the details of mining
and fix a definite seale.

So that the best they ecould do was to give a general advance
in wages, pass an opinion on this point and upon that point, and
in a general way close up the difficulty and have the mines re-
sume operations.

Gentlemen, I hope that in the inferests of the laboring man in
this country this bill will be defeated. I do not question the
motive at all of those who press the bill. I believe the motive
is good and for the best, but I am clear myself that it is not
for the best inferest of the laboring man, and therefore hope
that it will be defeated. [Applause.] ]

[By unanimous consent Mr. Nicmorrs was granted leave to
extend his remarks in tlie ReEcorp.]

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I will ask the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Ryanx] to yield to me for a
question. It has been stated here—possibly by the gentleman
himself and the gentleman who has just taken his seat [Mr.
Nicmorrs]—that this bill provides for compulsory arbitration.
Will the gentleman from New York, if he believes that, please
read the language from the bill upon which he bases that
opinion?

Mr. RYAN. I would state, Mr. Chairman, that I did not
make any such statement. I have no such opinion. I do not
think the bill is compulsory, but I believe it is a step in that
direction and leads to compulsory arbitration, and there is the
strongest opposition to it for that reason.

I now yield the balance of my time to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Harpy].

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I wish o pay a deserved tribute
to the magnificent appeals made by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. TownsEND] and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Russern]
in behalf of a fair approach to this subjeet and their splendid
portrayals of the evils attendant upon the strifes of employer and
employee. The purposes of the author and supporters of this
bill I believe to be of the highest, but I believe that unwit-
tingly they are treading in a way they know not of. Freedom
is dearer to me than peace; the fear of oppression stronger
than the fear of strife. Fourteen years ago this subject was
put up to me by the representatives of the union labor organiza-
tions of my distriet, when I tried then to come to Congress and
was defeated by the unfortunate wave of 16 to 1 that buried
me with many others in my section af that time. Many of the
laboring people then thought that ‘ compulsory arbitration,” so
called, was their one great demand. I then said to the people
who asked, through their organization, if I would not favor’
compulsory arbitration, that I would not and should not for
the reason that its effect would be to fasten chains around the
wrists and ankles of the laboring man. Now, to-day if this
measure tends toward compulsory arbitration, it tends toward
the same result. Let us see, then, what is the scope of this
proposed law and how far it would go. My friend from Texas
[Mr. RusseLn] says it would touch nothing practically but
transportation matters and transportation employers and em-
ployees, but the reading of the bill is—

That whenever within any State or States, Territory or Territories,
or the District of Columbia a controversy concerning wages, hours of
labor, or conditions of employment shall arise, by reason of which
controversy the transportation of the United SBtates malls, the opera-
tions, civil or military, of the Government of the United States, or the
free and regular movement of commerce among the several States and
with foreign natioms is, In the judgment of the President, Interrupted
or directly affected, or threatened with being so interrupted or directly
affected, the President may, in his discretion, inguire into the same

and investigate the causes thereof, In accordance with the provisions
of this act.

Mark that expression, “the free and regular movement of
commerce among the several States,” and that forther expres-
sion, “ directly affected or threatened with being directly af-
fected.,” The illustration given by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. TownxseExp] of the happy application of this measure con-
tradicts the assumption of the gentleman from Texas, because
the commission appointed by the President in the coal strike
was go appointed in a struggle between miners and mine own-
ers who were not engaged in the transportation business.
But the mining of coal affords the fuel for the transportation,
and therefore that coniroversy was directly interfering with
the free and regular movement of commerce among the several
States and with foreign commerce, and you ean hardly find
an-industry that is of sufficient magnitude to attract national
attention, but that that industry does directly affect interstate
commerce. Any factory in the land that employs 10,000 employ-
ees where a sympathetic strike might reach to other employees
could be made the subject of an interference by the President.
The struggle between the employer and the laborer in many
cases might, in the President's judgment, directly affect com-
mercial intercourse between the States, and when you open the
door to discretion and say that one man in this land of ours
may at his dizeretion resort to the appointment of a commission
to settle a dispute between the employee and the employer in
this or that occupation if in his judgment it tends to affect
commercial relations, you have opened so wide a door that all
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the floods of power and tyranny will pass through and human
liberty be incapable of resisting it.

Now, then, I want to take up another matter. My friend from
Texas rightly conceived that if he can plant himself on any
Democratic platform he has a bulwark of defense; and he has
complete justification if he can place the defense of this bill
upon the shoulders of a Democratic platform or the Democratic
party. I want to read what the Democratic platform says, so
there may be no question about it. The first utterance upon
that subject was in the platform of 1896, as follows:

We are in favor of the arbitration of differences between employers
engaged in interstate commerce and thelr employees, and recommend
such legislation as is necessary to carry out this principle.

Mr. Chairman, I am to-day myself in favor of arbitration be-
tween employer and employee, and would like to have a statute
so regunlating arbitration that it might be followed in times of
dispute.

The next utterance of a Democratic platform on the subject
was in 1900, as follows:

We are opposed to government by injunction: we denounce the black
list and favor arbitration as a means of settling disputes between
corporations and their employees.

These are all the expressions ever used on the subject in
Democratic platforms, and they in no manner hint at compul-
sory so-called arbitration; in the State of Texas and in every
‘State of the Union we have laws authorizing and methodizing
arbitration in case of disputes between debtor and creditor,
between litigants in the court room or persons who might go to
court to settle claims or disputes between them as to matters of
fact involving compensation, but the very term “arbitration”
means it should be a proceeding by voluntary agreement entered
into between the parties. Common-law arbitration was without
sanction of statutory law and without formal method of pro-
cedure. Our State, and I presume every other State, has passed
statutes providing for and regulating arbitration in ecertain
cases, and every Democrat in Texas to-day is in favor of the
arbitration law that is on the statute books, and that law is
not violative of any Democratic tenet, but it is not compulsory.

No more has any Democratic platform ever declared for arbi-
tration that is compulsory or for any measure that tends to
compulsory arbitration. There is not in the State of Texas—I
may say, perhaps, in any State—any statute providing for
arbitration in labor disputes, because that is not a question of
settling a pecuniary demand by one party against another, and
heretofore lawmaking bodies have not provided the rules,

methods, and procedure for voluntary arbitration of labor dis- |

putes; but there might with propriety be a statutory regula-
tion authorizing and providing a method and tribunal for arbi-
tration by agreement between the laborer and the employer of
differences between them, so as to summon witnesses and have
an orderly proceeding before a court of arbitration agreed
upon by them.

So the Democratic platform referred to by the gentleman
stands for arbitration, but not the compulsion of this measure,
When a man wants to do right he prefers to make peace with
his adversary rather than go to law with him. That is not
undemocratic. Let us see what this bill is, and if this is vol-
untary arbitration. Is it in consonance with the spirit of our
statutes in our state laws? Is it in consonance with the spirit
of the Master, who said, *“ Make peace with thy adversary,”
or is it another measure? Is it compulsory arbitration? I
take it, it is compulsory arbitration, if it is arbitration at all;
not that it says so, but it is compulsory something. I know
the gentleman who has so kindly given me part of his time
confesses or says it is not compulsory arbitration; but let us
see what it is. There is nothing voluntary about it; no agree-
ment of parties contemplated. It is compulsory because it
compels the parties to a dispute not to abide the result in
terms of law, but to submit their case for inquiry and investi-
gation to a commission appointed without their consent.

Whenever the President in his discretion decides that it is
desirable to investigate, the parties to this controversy are
brought before this commission, subpenas are issued, and—
either party or both parties protesting—they are brounght into
court and witnesses are examined, the evidence is heard, the
books are sent for, a search is made, and that case is tried be-
fore the commission. Is that voluntary? Is it arbitration of
any kind? It is tried, and the findings of that commission go to
the public. Well, now, Mr. TowxsEND confesses that the find-

ings of this commission are in a powerful degree compulsory in
their effect, and every Member of this House knows that when
that trial has been had with unwilling litigants the result of
the finding is calculated and tends to produce public sentiment
that will be all powerful. Now, you have a compulsory trial,

you have findings that the gentleman from Michigan says will
be all powerful, what do you lack of having compulsory arbi-
tration? You have, indeed, a tribunal created at will by the
President that may thrust itself into almost any and all disputes,
at the request of either party, or over the protest of both parties.

Let us see about this matter a little further. I want to say
that if your commission should be biased or prejudiced, acting
under the forms of law as an unbiased and unprejudiced tri-
bunal, taking an oath as judicial investigators of the questions
between the parties, if the losing party be in the right, there has
been piled up a mountain of obstructions for him to overcome
before the public. His case would be lost in publie opinion and
it would be almost impossible for him to overcome the prejudice
that would be raised if a popular President with strong bias on
a given question or controversy were to appoint a commission
composed of strong men having like bias with himself. Just
think of it.

Now, suppose we had a President of sirong prejudices and
strong bias, who sees a controversy upon an issue on which
he has a very vigorous opinion ; he is ealled on, or in his own dis-
cretion he sees fit, to appoint a commission to go and investigate
it. He selects that commission and the commission would be
likely to have the bias of the President who selected the com-
mission, Your commigsion, viewing through its biased spec-
tacles, stands before the world and country as an impartial
commission. What a mountain of obstruction is in the way of
the losing side, whether it be the laborer or employer, when that
commission finds its verdict against the claim of the loser.
And if the bias of the President in any controversy between
capital and labor should become known, how surely would
that side toward which the President leaned appeal to him to
exercise his discretion and appoint his commission. For my
part, I think the bill in that one feature is more vicious than a
bill that would constitute a permanent commission to settle all
questions between labor and eapital by compulsory arbitration.
Suppose we had a vital, virile President, with his political
aspirations, perhaps, involved? A Gompers might be on one
side. What sort of commission would investigate questions
involving Gompers’s contentions if the present President, with
all the honesty, with all the manhood one can conceive of, were
to appoint the commission to investigate the issue? Naturally
the issue would be discolored and distorted by the loeal politieal
and temporary conditions that surrounded the appointment of the
commission. But that is not all I wish to call to your attention.
This is not an ordinary proceeding. This arbitration (%) is
not statutory, voluntary arbitration.

In my State, when the arbifrators agree, or the parties agree
upon arbitration, if the one side loses and concludes it has heen
unjustly found against, there is a provision whereby he may ap-
peal to the courts and right the wrongs that have been done,

But this commission mentioned here is a court of final resort,
There is no appeal. The prejudice that may be unconsciously
injected among the members of the commission gives the final
decision of that matter for the public consumption. Let us
have the parties first try and agree upon their arbitrators, if
we are going to have arbitration. If we are to have five arbi-
trators at least let the parties each select two of them, and
let those select a fifth, but do not let us have in this land of
ours one man, be he President even, who in his discretion may
grant authority to decide your rights, or mine, your quarrel
or mine, in a way that is unalterable and irreversible.

Now, then, one thing further. The gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. RiceArDSON] said that half the laws that have been
passed and matters that have been gone into that are viola-
tions of the sirictest construction of the Constitution in this
land, for the last ten years have had their origin in commissions,
It does seem to me that this country has gone commission mad.
Think of the hundreds of commissions that are to be appointed
and are requested to be appointed by the administration to-day,
and that are being multiplied as each succeeding sun rolls its
course across the pathway of heaven from morning to evening.
We have got commissions for this, we have got commissions for
that, we have a recommendation in the President’s message that
proposes that every company that does any inferstate business
shall be subject to the control of a commission appointed by the
administration. And what corporation is there in this land that
does not do an interstate-commerce business? Absolutely none,
under that broad and liberal interpretation which sometimes
pervades the council of our national administration. I want
to tell you now, if the spirit of the President’s message is fol-
lowed out there will be a commission to investigate child labor
on the farm, and the hours of school for children attending in
the country. Your beef packer in one State, and your tomato
canner in another, must be engaged in interstate commerce,
and therefore the question of how we employ him, or how
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many hours he may work, will not depend any more upon state
legislation, but upon national legislation.

I want to tell you that, in my judgment, the greatest danger
to this conntry to-day is discretionary power, the power of those
in authority., The President has appealed from the day he
entered into office to Congress to grant more discretion to the
head of the Government. He has asked us to repeal that part
of the Sherman antitrust law forbidding pools and combina-
tiong, and leave to railways the privilege of entering into com-
bination with the consent and approval of the President. Give
tte President diseretion to approve a pooling combination made
between this railroad and that railroad; give the President the
discretion to approve the buying up and monopolization of a
cerfain industry, and all harm is gone from the pooling and the
monopoly. That means that the President will have the power
of life and death over the industries and corporations of this
conntry. The rule of discretion is destructive of the rule of
‘law. The love of freedom is for the rule of law; the love of
tyranny is for the rule of discretion. I know that I am dealing
with a subject that now engages the attention of all of our
people when I speak of injunction. It is not the fact so much
to me that juries are not allowed to pass upon charges of in-
direct contempt, or contempt of court committed outside of the
court room, but it is the fact of the growing practice of courts
in injunction proceedings in issuing blanket injunctions and
then arresting masses of people for alleged violations of those
injunctions and bringing them before courts and imposing
penalties not fixed by law that to my mind abolishes the first
principle of human freedom. Even the old Greek republics
declared that no act or crime should be punished unlegs it was
defined and a specific penalty fixed therefor by law.

The Roman Republic followed that up. My State has a con-
stitutional provision that no act or omission shall be penal un-
less defined by law and the penalty fixed. We hear of strikes
and injunctions, and a thousand and one acts are made erim-
inal not by statute but by order and decree of the court declar-
ing the party guilty and fixing his punishment in the sound
or unsound discretion of the court. The penalty for what is
decreed to have been committed in violation of a court order is
fixed, not at $25, as prescribed in a law, but at imprisonment
in jail or some other penalty, in the discretion of the court.
To-day we have district courts that should administer the law,
preserving unto every man his rights under the law, acting un-
der this discretionary court power, binding and loosing, fining
and imprisoning, not in accordance with any law, human or
divine, but only in accordance with their own wills. It is de-
structive of the simplest rights of the American citizen. This
is not a time to extend and enlarge discretionary power. This
bill is unlimited in its scope of authority for the President to
appoint his commission, and that commission is unrestricted
and final in its findings, binding the laboring man or capitalist,
as the case may be. Now, it seems to me that maybe I have en-
gaged in a little digression upon this matter when I speak of
injunections, but it illustrates the danger of clothing officials
with discretionary power. The danger of the anarchist, who
would defy and destroy all authority, is not greater than the
danger of allowing high and grasping officials to usurp all au-
thority and power. Yet our whole tendency is to enlarge the
discretionary power in our executives and our judicial officers.

I want to tell you that the last seven years—I believe I will
go no farther back than that—have done more to reverse the
prineiples upon which our Government was founded, to destroy
the simple faith of our fathers in a free government of men
under the reign of law, and to inaugurate an era of centraliza-
tion and discretionary power than the hundred years before it
had done. I want to say that under our theory of government
this country should be a government of law and not of discre-
tior, and when you depart from the principles of fixing the re-
sponsibilities and rights of the people and of officials by statute
and leave to your executive officials the discretionary power to
fix them, and clothe your courts with wide discretionary power,
you destroy the very bulwarks of liberty. We have had Roose-
velt, with his powerful personality, individualism, initiative,
and popularity. He has swept away the bearings of constitu-
tional and legal restrictions and earried us a long way from our
moorings. We want a new Thomas Jefferson, who will revive
the principles of the Democratic party and bring back govern-
ment by law in this country. [Loud applause on the Demo-
eratic side.] Who will right the ship of state and, with the
Constitution for chart and statutory laws for a compass, save
her from the rocks of empire and centralization and guide her
back into the calm waters of sovereign States and sovereign
United States, each supreme in its sphere, and who will not
peek for fame or grasp for power, but only labor for his peo-
ple's freedom and happiness and only ask for their love. I

yield the balance of my time to the gentleman who gave it to
me, and ask to revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp.

Mr. RYAN. What time have I remsaining?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from New York has ten
minutes remaining. The gentleman from Texas asks unan-
imous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. RYAN. I reserve the balance of that ten minutes,

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Chairman, I should state at the begin-
ning that with seven-eighths of what has been said by my friend
from Texas I am in most hearty accord, and it is because of
my concurrence with his reasoning that I am utterly at variance
with his conclusion. [Laughter.] I am irreconcilably opposed,
as he is, to government by arbitrary or capricious discretion and
in favor of government by fixed rules and well-defined authority.
Where a difficulty beyond the ordinary resources or powers of
government arises I believe it should be dealt with, not by the
whim or judgment of an individual, however wise or exalted,
but by the force of public opinion; that is to say, by the con-
science of a nation. It is for these reasons that I rise to sup-
port the pending measure. During the twenty years that I have
been either an observer or a Member of Congress not a single
measure submitted to the House, I venture to say, promised
results so advantageous to the progress of civilization as this
one now pending before us. That, Mr. Chairman, is a strong
statement, and strong expressions which are not justified always
react against the person using them.

Realizing this fully, I undertake to satisfy any reasonable
man on either side of this House that the guestion with which
this bill attempts to grapple involves a peril of the utmost
gravity, not to this Government alone, but to civilization itself;
and that the only method by which we can hope to deal with
it successfully is the one prescribed in the terms of this
measure.

Now, let me begin, sir, by dispelling a cloud of misapprehen-
sion that seems to have settled down over this entire discussion,
The letters read here from the desk, which were furnished by
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Ryax], his whole argu-
ment, the argument made by the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
and the argument made by the gentleman from Texas, all joined
in one note, and that was an expression of vehement opposition
to compulsory arbitration in labor disputes.

Mr. Chairman, there is no one here more bitterly opposed to
an attempt at establishing compulsory arbitration in labor dis-
putes in this country than I. I £ay an attempt, because such a
system can never be actually established under our system of
government. It is not merely inconsistent with the Constitu-
tion under which we live, but it is inconsistent with the very
existence of free labor, and that means inconsistent with Chris-
tian civilization. For if 1 were asked to define the economic
fruit of Christianity, I should say it was freedom in labor, as
the ultimate political fruit of Christianity is institutions of
freedom and equality. How could compulsory arbitration be en-
foreed? It could be enforced only by compelling the laborer to
continue his labor, even on terms that were not agreeable to
him, and that would be servitude, or elge by compelling the em-
ployer to pay the laborer higher wages than the condition of
his industry will permit.

But if the employer be compelled to pay higher wages than
the volume of his product can afford, the necessary result must
be his bankruptcy, in which case he can not pay any wages or
employ any laborers. There is but one condition under which
enforced labor is conceivable, and that is servitude. But servi-
tued, thank God, has been abolished forever from this land and
from all Christendom.

No man can ever be coerced to work in this counfry under any
circumstances by decree of a court, award of a board, or any
other agency, public or private. So much for compulsory arbi-
tration.

Now, what does this bill provide, Mr. Chairman, putting aside
at once all idea of compulsory arbifration? It does not under-
take to provide a means of settling labor disputes by arbitration
or otherwise, It seeks to deal with a preblem which can not
be solved by any agency now within the reach of civilization.
It recognizes a difficulty, and a grave one, but it does not pre-
tend to offer a solution. The history of the past furnishes no
light by which we can deal with this portentous peril. In the
pathway of civilization, by the operation and force of its prog-
ress, a difficulty has arisen without precedent or parallel in the
experience of mankind peculiar to an industrial condition ‘based
on free labor.

The slave never raised a question as to his compensation.
Glad to escape the lash, he accepted without question the crust
of bread doled out to him by his owner. But the free laborer
demands a share of the commodities or wealth produced by the
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joint effects of his toil and the capital which made his labor
fruitful. Discussions, disputes, or differences between the em-
ployer on one side and the laborer on the other as to what that
share should be constitutes a burning question, irrepressible, and up
to the present time unsolvable by legislation or any other agency
of government. If this measure pretended to offer a definite or
complete solution of this problem I should regard it with pro-
found suspicion. Indeed, I should absolutely oppose it, because
I know that for this question no solution at all definite or com-
plete has been as yet evolved from the processes of eivilization.

But for that reason I do not despair that a solution will be
ultimately reached. Labor disputes are a serious obstacle to
the progress of civilization, and I know that civilization will
not be arrested and Christian seciety will not be disrupted. I
believe ecivilization is moving to a solution of this problem
steadily even though we can not as yet discern the outcome, and
I believe this measure will operate to facilitate progress. There
is but one method, it seems to me, by which industrial peace
can be maintained, and that is by public opinion enlightened and
informed of the facts in every digpute. These disputes are oc-
eurring every day. They are a species of civil war, except that
they are vastly more destructive. Wherever two nations en-
gage in conflict or wherever one nation becomes divided into
hostile forees, the results are disastrous to life, property, and
industry. But whatever may be the ravages of torch or sword,
whatever destruction may be accomplished by bursting shells
and marching hosts, whatever wounds may be inflicted by rage
and violence, the imperious necessity of repairing them operates
to bring together the victims in cooperation so close and active
that patriotism develops new fervor sufficient to obliterate the
worst injuries that war can inflict. But these industrial wars
are not confined to a frontier or even to different parts of one
country.

They are differences that separate into hostile forces every
population and spread violence and hate so far as almost to
resolve society into its original elements. In the course of these
stroggles we have seen not merely a suspension of industry, but
we have witnessed deeds of violence perpetrated and suffered,
not by the depraved and the vicious, but often by men and even
women who under normal conditions are the very foundations
of our industrial system, the pillars upon which a constitution
of freedom must always rest.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we can not close our eyes to the fact that
in these disputes the judgment of but one tribunal is ever of any
effect, and that is the tribunal of public opinion. The weapon
which the striker uses, his opponent would persuade you, is
always the bludgeon or the paving stone. I believe that is a
libel upon him. I think it is rather a rare exception when the
striker resorts to violence. In more cases, perhaps, than we
suspect the violence which is charged to him is violence to which
he is encouraged, driven, entrapped by emissaries more or less
direct of his employer.

But there is one force before which employer and employee
always yield, and that is public opinion. To persuade it that
the cause of right is with one side or the other is the object
to which all the energies of both are invariably directed.
Accusations and recriminations are the weapons with which both
gides seek to work, with the result that public opinion is mysti-
fied and unable to determine for itself the truth or the falsity
of the statements on either side. Were public opinion once in-
formed on these questions, it would decide them upon the spot,
and always with absolute justice. You can not find or point to
me in the history of mankind a single instance where the public
opinion of a community fully enlightened on the facts—mind I
say fully enlightened on the facts—ever decided a question except
according to right and justice. Now these strikes are pro-
longed, sometimes into weeks and months, by the difficulty of
determining the exact facts of them. And all this bill attempts,
all that any well-considered measure could contemplate, is to
make these facts clear to the publie, by whose conscience and
judgment they will be determined.

That this is the actual purpose of this measure its opponents
concede. If it were not for a certain tendency to the use of
misleading terms, I believe there would scarcely be a division
of opinion upon the merits of this proposal. When I say a
tendency to use misleading phrases, I do not mean an intention
to use phrases with a deliberate desire to mislead others. I
mean simply a certain tendency to the improvident use of
words. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Russerr], if he will
allow me to say it, strikingly illustrates that tendency. This
minority report illustrates it. For the complaint against this
measure is that it is intended to create a public opinion that will
force obedience to its conclusions. But to doubt the capacity of
public opinion to decide every question is to impeach the exist-
ence of this Republic.

Mr. NICHOLLS. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr. COCKRAN. TUndoubtedly, sir.

Mr. NICHOLLS. Is it not true that public opinion in such
a case would be formed almost entirely upon the findings of
the commission and in part upon the way that the parties to
the controversy presented their case and the understanding
that the public might have of the terms used in presenting it?

Mr. COCKRAN. The gentleman’'s questions rather contra-
dict each other. I will separate them into three, for I under-
stand him to put three inquiries. If you ask me whether pub-
lic opinion would be controlled absolutely by the findings of a
commission, I answer no, but if the commission pursue its
inquiry, as it must under this bill, in the open light of day, and
if the people are convinced that it has pursued an honest in-
vestigation and that everybody concerned has been heard, then
I think its coneclusion would have some, though not conclusive,
weight with public opinion, which, thank God, in this country
reaches conclusions for itself when evidence is attainable,
and all the evidence will be attainable under this measure,
If this were a proposal to refer the conclusion of large in-
dustrial questions affecting the working of many thousands to
a commission meeting in a back room, though it were a com-
mission of angels, I should oppose it. The essence of sound
conclusions is publicity.

Mr, NICHOLLS. I should like to ask another question.

Mr. COCKRAN. Certainly.

Mr. NICHOLLS. In case of a controversy involving a great
corporation and many thousands of its employees, wonld it
not naturally follow that the eorporation would employ the
most able counsel it could secure in preparing its case and send
for large numbers of witnesses at great expense?

Mr. COCKRAN. If the gentleman asks me to answer that
catagorically, I should say experience shows, no matter what
lawyers they employed, that great interests have never yet been
able to becloud public opinion; and the purpose of this measure
is not merely to have the commission pursue its inquiry subject
to the scrutiny of lawyers, but subject to that infallible force,
public opinion fully enlightened as to the facts.

Mr. NICHOLLS. Would it not be necessary, then, for the
workers to meet the employers by employing the most able
counsel they could afford to secure and pay for and to go to the
utmost extent of their ability to bring in witnesses, at expense
;jo gltlhgmselves, in order to present their case in the best possible

t?

Mr. COCKRAN. The gentleman is putting to me a hypothet-
ical question again, and his hypothesis is contradicted by the
facts of experience. The one case that we know of—the An-
thracite Coal Commission—found practically in the interest of
the miners, who in that controversy were compelled to face the
most powerful industrial and finaneial combination of the world,
with resources practically limitless.

Mr. NICHOLLS. Now, if the gentleman will permit me——

Mr. COCKRAN. Certainly.

Mr. NICHOLLS. I might inform him that the anthracite em-
ployees had to pay large sums of money for lawyers and wit-
nesses, and that it was a great disadvantage to the organization
of the miners to have to prepare and present the case, because
through them only a small fraction——

Mr., COCKRAN. With all due respect to the gentleman, I
must interrupt him, because time is going. I decline to take the
testimony of the gentleman as conclusive on that point. So far
as I know, every party to that controversy expressed himself
as highly satisfied with the outcome. I have yet to hear, out-
side of this interruption, a single person complain of its ex-
pense. But, Mr. Chairman, if the expenses were waived it
would be a complaint against our whole system of government,
because every inquiry must involve examination. The alterna-
tive here, according to the gentleman himself, is between this
inguiry, which he concedes will be perfect, but is expensive, and
no inquiry at all.

Now, I repeat what I was about to say when interrupted—
that the foundation of this Republic is faith in public opinion.
There is no other. We build our hope in the perpetuity of our
Government on the belief that public opinion always will and
always must be right. To its conclusion we refer every ques-
tion and issue of public importance. We recognize here no prin-
ciple of divine right. We do not consecrate any man to the
business of government under a belief that he will never err
voluntarily or involuntarily. We build our entire system, the
security of our property, the safety of our lives, the enjoy-
ment of our liberties, upon that one assumption—that public
opinion is infallible and incorruptible. [Applause.]

Now, my friend from Texas [Mr. Harpy] pietures to us an
awful condition. He says that this commission may develop
such facts in the course of some inquiry that public opinion
will compel obedience by disputants to its conclusions. Sir,
it is because of that hope that I support this measure; it is
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because I believe that there is in society a reserved power to
protect itself that I support this measure, which will give
the people of our country full and accurate knowledge of facts
deeply concerning their own welfare, confident that upon such
knowledge public opinion will build a conclusion absolutely
infallible, entirely consistent with right, justice, and public
policy. We have had one instance of it..

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman allow another interruption?

Mr. COCKRAN. Delighted.

Mr. HARDY. I understand that the gentleman contends that
there can be no compulsory arbitration?

Mr. COCKRAN. It is unthinkable, impossible. ;

Mr. HARDY. If public sentiment and public opinion are cre-
ated by this proceeding, is not that as near compulsory arbitra-
tion as it is possible?

_Mr. COCKRAN. Yes, yes; but by whom will the compulsion
be exercised? By that power which under God we must con-
sider infallible; and compulsion by public opinion will prevent
compulsion by employer and employee alike. We remove the
conclusion above the influence of passion. We compel these
two forces, whose quarrels have placed at each other’'s throats
in conflict hands that should be employed in useful produection,
to stand aside and let the controversy be decided by the judg-
ment and in the interest of the great third party, the publie,

Mr. HARDY. Baut under this bill the agency that creates the
opinion is appointed by discretion or at the selection of one in-
dividual, is he not?

Mr. COCKRAN. Opinion created, did you say? The opinion
is created by God Almighty. If you ask me who informs the
opinion, that is another question.

Mr. HARDY, What is the agency that represents the
opinion?

Mr. COCKRAN. Do you mean the agency that enlightens
opinion? The agency is this commission, and the only one that
could discharge such a function effectively. ]

Mr. HARDY. Selected at the discretion of one man without
the consent of the other party.

Mr. COCKRAN. Because neither party consents is the reason
that it becomes necessary.

If both parties consented, then it would not be essential to
pass such a measure, and here I want to answer a suggestion
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Nicaorrs] and also a
suggestion of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Haspy]. Both
say that voluntary arbitration is preferable to this. I agree
with them. But this measure does not preclude voluntary
arbitration. It leaves the field wide open for that.

Not until through the failure of one or the other or both
arbitration has become impossible, not till they have declined
to settle their disputes themselves by peaceable methods and the
community is torn by the spectacle of violent conflict and per-
haps its very existence imperiled; then and then only can this
bill ¢come into operation and this commission named by the
President under such circumstances proceed to tell us—us, the
vietims of this tragedy—how it is that our means of transpor-
tation have been disturbed, our supply of coal lessened, our
food supply imperiled, our lives and our health placed in
jeopardy. If anybody can recall the experience through which
we passed but a few years ago, he will realize that this is the
extreme limit to which a remedial measure can extend. The
gentleman from Penngylvania [Mr. Nicaorrs], I assume, is some-
what familiar with the history of the anthracite coal strike.
Let me give you an experience of my own in connection with
that momentous event.

A number of gentlemen were invited to assemble in the house
of the late Andrew H. Green, of New York, to consider the situ-
ation, when it was announced that the coal supply of the country
was practically exhausted. By a merciful Providence we had
been spared the severe weather usually expected toward the
end of October, and we were invited to take advantage of this
respite from the rigors of winter in an effort to devise some plan
by which we could arouse public opinion to compel a close of
the strike. When we assembled, the first suggestion to be con-
sidered was the appointment of a committee to wait upon the
governor of Pennsylvania and ask him to convene the legisla-
ture, with a view to ending the disturbance. One member pres-
ent, however, suggested that if they could tell the governor of
Pennsylvania how to end that strike it would not be necessary
to send a committee. He would fly on the wings of the wind
to discover a solution of the difficulty. Even if all the power
of legislation were placed in our hands, we found that it would
be impossible to draft a bill that approached a settlement of the
question. Not merely was it impossible to draft a bill that both
sides would accept. It was impossible to draft a bill that one
gide would accept. The problem transcended the capacity of
civilization. The difficulty was beyond the power of government
or civilization to solve,

But I recur to the statement with which I began. Though no
one now can see how labor difficulties are to be averted, this
measure is a step in the direction of a solution. What- that
solution may be neither you nor I nor any man living can say.
But we have exhausted the powers of civilized society when we
realize that the force which must establish or restore peace
is the same force on which this Republic rests—that publie
opinion which expresses itself in every law that is written on
the statute books, the study of which explains that extraordi-
nary popularity of the present incumbent of the White House,
which the gentleman from Texas has described. That public
conscience we must furnish the means of enlightening. Fully in-
formed, it will move step by step to solve this difficulty as it
has solved every other difficulty in the pathway of civilization.
Gentlemen objeet that.this bill provides for recommendations
to Congress. Can there be any objection to that? If this com-
Imission discovers a peculiar condition in any given labor dis-
turbance, there is no reason why it should not report its findings
to this body and let Congress judge for itself whether the rem-
edy suggested or some other may meet that peculiar condition.

But the fact which it is necessary for this House to realize
is that while we can not avert industrial disputes by any one
measure, we can provide machinery by which the one force
capable of dealing with them shall be kept constantly enlight-
ened, and therefore always effective. As each disturbance is
investigated it will present some peculiar conditions with which
the State ean grapple, and thus, whether it be by judicial deci-
sion or whether by legislative enactment, a body of law will
gradually be built up to meet the growing exigencies of this
most complex element in our civilization. I appeal to gentle-
men on both sides, especially to those of my own political faith,
to remember that our common history is a glorious one of in-
telligence and patriotism, holding the light of civilization and
of progress before the footsteps of humanity; and pow when
this House approaches a subject so momentous, let us unite to
keep that light full upon the pathway which will lead us to a
solution of all these problems and make of the difficulties which
confront us stepping stones to a more perfect peace, a firmer
happiness, a more splendid civilization. [Applause.]

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as we can not
close the debate to-night, and as there are two or three other
gentlemen who have expressed a desire to speak, I move that
the commitiee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to, and the Speaker having resumed
the chair, Mr. OLusTeED, the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that the com-
mittee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 15447) to
provide for the investigation of controversies affecting interstate
commerce, and for other purposes, and had come to no resolution
thereon.

BUILDING FOR CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION.

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States, which, with the ac-
companying ‘papers, was referred to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds and ordered to be printed :

To the Senate and T -use of Representatives:

I transmit herewith a communication from the Civil Service Commis-
sion submitting draft of a bill for the purchase of a site and the
erection of a building for the Civil Service Commission, and calling at-
tention to its need for a new building and the desirableness of erecting
such a bullding! instead of renting one. I approve the recommendation
%r the commission and ask that it be given careful consideration by the

ONgEress.

Tae WHITE Hovuse, December 10, 1908.

REPORT OF ISTHMIAN CANAL COMMISSION.

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United States, which, with the ac-
companying papers, was referred to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate and House of Representatlives:

In compliance with the provisions of the act of Congress entitled
“An act to provide for the construction of a canal connecting the
waters of the Atlantic and Pacific oceans,” approved June 28, 1902, I
transmit herewith the annual report of the Isthmian Canal Com-
mission for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1908,

THEODORE ROOSEVELT.
THE WHITE HoUSE, December 10, 1508.
RESIGNATION OF A MEMBER.

The SPEAKER Ilaid before the House the following coﬁ;
munieation, which was laid upon the table:

THEODORE ROOSEVELT.

DreceEMBER 9, 1908,
To THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES !

I have this day transmitted to the governor of North Carolina my
resignation as a Member of the Sixtieth Congress, to take effect on the
11th day of January, 1900,

I have the honor to be,., . -

Respectfully, yours,

W. W. KrrcHIN, M. C
Fifth District of North

Caroling.
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ADJOURNMENT.,

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 5 o'clock p. m.) the House adjourned.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com-
munications were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred
as follows:

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and survey
of New Haven Harbor and the rocks in Morris Cove, Connecti-
cut—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be
printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and survey
of Tuckahoe River, Maryland—to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors and ordered to be printed, with illustrations.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and survey
of Plymouth Harbor, Massachusetts—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and survey
of Cowlitz River, Washington—to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let-
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and sur-
vey of Penobscot River, Malne—to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let-
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and sur-
vey of Port Chester Harbor, New York—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let-
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and sur-
vey of Neversink and Delaware rivers—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with illustra-
tions.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let-
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of Bayou
Terrebonne, Louisiana—to the Committee on Rivers and Har-
bors and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let-
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and sur-
vey of Great Pedee River, South Carolina—to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed.

A Jetter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a let-
ter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and sur-
vey of Bellingham Harbor, Washington—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, submitting
an estimate of appropriation for general expenses of Bureau of
Animal Industry for the fiscal year ended June 30, 190S—to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the Auditor for the Post-Office Department,
submitting a recommendation authorizing the chief clerk in
the auditor's office to act as auditor in certain eases—to the
Committee on Expenditures in the Post-Office Department and
ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting state-
ments of moneys arising from proceeds of public property dur-
ing the fiscal year ended June 30, 1908, which were not paid
into the General Treasury, together with statements of all pay-
ments therefrom—to the Committee on Ways and Means and
ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the Secretary of the Navy submitting an
estimate of appropriation for purchase of land and change in
railroad system for navy-yard in Washington—to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Comptroller of the Currency, transmitting
the annual report for 1808—to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting reports of
inspections and disbursements and transfers, by officers of the
army, received in the office of the Inspector-General during the
past fiecal year—to the Committee on Expenditures in the War
Department,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
ferred as follows:

A bill (H. R, 22500) granting a pension to Charles 8. Swain—
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R, 22605) granting a pension to H. R. Lett—Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 22607) granting a pension to Andrew J. Smith—
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Pensions. .

A bill (H. R. 18220) granting an increase of pension to Sel«
den M. French—Committee on Pensions discharged, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 22712) granting an increase of pension to John
Gallagher—Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Pensions..

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BINGHAM, from the Commitiee on Appropriations:
A bill (H. R. 23464) making appropriations for the legislative,
executive, and judicial expenses of the Government for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1910, and for other purposes—to the Union
Calendar.

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 23465) extending
pension laws to include the First Battalion Mountaineers, Cali-
fornia Volunteers, who served during the late war of the re-
bellion—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HALL: A bill (H. R. 23466) to provide for the erec-
tion of a public building at Brookings, in the State of South
Dakota—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 23467) declaring the selling, ex-
changing, or giving away any pistol, bowie knife, dirk or dirk
knife, blackjack, dagger, sword cane, slung shot, brass or other
metal knuckle in the District of Columbia a misdemeanor—to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. WANGER: A bill (H. R. 23468) to amend sections 11
and 12 of an act entitled “An act to provide for eliminating
certain grade crossings on the line of the Baltimore and Poto-
mac Railway Company in the city of Washington, D. C., and
requiring said company to depress and elevate its tracks, and
to enable it to relocate parts of its railroad therein, and for
other purposes,” approved February 12, 1901—to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CRAVENS (by request) : A bill (H. R. 23469) fixing
the number of infaniry regiments in the United States Army,
providing for a chief of infantry, etc.—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 23470) concerning ap-
peals in certain cases—to the Committe on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 23471) direct-
ing the Secretary of War to ascertanin the amount of money
expended by the State of Texas between January 1, 1868, and
December 31, 1876, inclusive, and report the same to Congress
for its consideration—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: A bill (H. R. 23472)
providing that terms of the circuit court of the United States
for the western district and of the district court of the United
States for the northern division of the western district of
the State of Washington be held at Everett—to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MONDELL: A bill (H. R. 23473) extending the time
for final entry of mineral claims within the Shoshone or Wind
River Reservation, in Wyoming—to the Commiftee on the Pub-
lic Lands. :

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 23474) to incorporate the
American Institute for Drug Proving—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FOSS: A bill (H. R. 23475) to promote the adminis-
tration of justice in the navy—to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. ACHESON: A bill (H. R. 23476) authorizing the Sec-
retary of War to acquire sites and enter into contracts for the
construction of certain dams—to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: A bill (L R. 23477)
amending an act approved June 10, 1880, entitled “An act to
amend the statutes in relation to immediate transportation of
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dutiable goods, and for other purposes"—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILEY : A bill (H. R. 23705) to increase the appro-
priation for a public building at Troy, Ala.—to the Committee
on Publie Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. BATES: Resolution (H. Res. 449) providing for a
clerk for the Committee on Disposition of Useless Executive
Papers—to the Committee on Accounts,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
Ehﬁ following titles were introduced and severally referred as
ollows : -

" By Mr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 23478) granting a pension to
Wesley Stevenson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23479) granting a pension to John
Buettner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23480) granting a pension to John M.
Tracey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23481) granting a pension to Samuel V.,
Templin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ALEXANDER of New York: A bill (H. R. 23482)
granting an increase of pension to Daniel W. O'Neill—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23483) granting a pension to Emma
Hooper—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BARNHART: A bill (H. R, 23484) granting a pen-
sion to Charles M. Baughman—ito the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23485) granting a pension to Matilda
Merrick Goodrich—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 23486) granting an increase of pension to
James M. Beeber—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23487) granting an increase of pension to
Frank M. Reid—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23488) granting an increase of pension to
James C. Dill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23489) granting an-increase of pension to
John M. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BATES: A bill (H, R. 23490) granting an increase of
pension to Phillip Schwab—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. BELL of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 23491) granting an
increase of pension to Mary Whelchel—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. BOOHER: A bill (H. .. 23402) for the relief of
Angeline C. Burgert—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23493) granting an increase of pension to
Charles W. J. Strong—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BOYD: A bill (H. R, 23494) granting an increase of
pension to Henry H. Woods—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23495) granting an increase of pension to
Jason Kester—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 23496) granting an increase of pension to
Seymour 8. Wirtz—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23497) granting an increase of pension to
John Haun—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23498) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Rasp—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BRADLEY: A bill (H. R. 23499) granting an in-
crease of pension to Nicholas D. Maffett—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BRODHEAD: A bill (H. R. 23500) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Matthias—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. BRUNDIDGE: A bill (H. R. 23501) granting a pen-
gion to Frances Moore—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 23502) granting a pension to William
Skillen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CALDER: A bill (H. R, 23503) granting an increase
of pension to John H. Styles—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. 3

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: A bill (H. R. 23504) granting a
pension to Mary Nagle—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CALDWELL: A bill (H. R. 23505) granting an
increase of pension to William T. Brown—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 23506) for the relief of
Mrs, William C. O'Brien—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23507) granting an increase of pensior to
William Evinger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr., CANNON: A bill (H. R. 23508) granting an increase
%f I;nlanslon to Madison Mosher—to the Committee on Invelid

ensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 23509) granting an increase of pension to
Phillippe Lehman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CASSEL: A bill (H. R. 23510) granting a pension
to Franklin Hinkle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 23511) granting a pension to Katie Cush-
man—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAULFIELD: A bill (H. R. 23512) for the relief of
Frank Wyman, postmaster at St. Louis, Mo.—to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 23513) granting an in-
crease of pension to David Gibney—to the Committee on Inva-
1id Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23514) granting an increase of pension to
Jeremiah C. Wooten—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23515) granting an increase of pension to
James F. Watson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23516) granting an increase of pension to
William J. Mitchell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23517) granting an increase of pension to
Albert I. O’'Neal—to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23518) granting an increase of pension to
George Limerick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23519) granting an inecrease of pension to
Thomas C. Lumm—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CONNER: A bill (H. R. 23520) granting a pension
to Henry G. Brough—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 23521)
granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth Drayden—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 23522) granting an
increase of pension to George A. Cox—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FORNES: A bill (H. R. 23523) granting a pension
to Charles Warner—to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 23524) granting an increase
of pension to John J. Merrill—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Algo, a bill (H. R. 23525) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel 8. Carmony—to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23526) granting an increase of pension to
Henry H. Manley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23527) granting an increase of pension to
Wales W. Wood—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FRENCH : A bill (H. R. 23528) granting an increase
of pension to Hiram L. Edwards—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 23529) granting an increase of pension te
David Chapman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23530) granting an increase of pension to
Isaih Lochard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23531) granting an increase of pension
to Alexander Roe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23532) granting an inecrease of pension to
Felix G. McMinimy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23533) granting an increase of pension to
Fred M. McKenzie—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 238534) granting an increase of pension to
James A. Fogle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23535) granting an increase of pension to
Charles A. Hobart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GARDNER of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 23536) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Taylor Hance—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, GILHAMS: A bill (H. R. 23537) granting a pension
to Joseph M. Humphrey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23538) granting a pension to Charles O.
Evans—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23539) granting a pension to Marcus M,
Knott—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23540) granting an increase of pension to
James N. Jagger—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23541) granting an increase of pension to
Noah W. Bowman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23542) granting an increase of pension to
Leslie Fisher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23543) granting an increase of pension to
Albert Preston—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23544) granting an increase of pension to
Henry C. Pressler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23545) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Walker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GOEBEL: A bill (H. R. 23546) granting an increase
of pension to William Harmon—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. |

Also, a bill (H. R. 23547) granting an increase of pension to
Josiah H. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R, 23548) granting an increase of pension to
Arthur L. Currie—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23549) granting an increase of pension to
Blmon Kornman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 23550) granting an increase of pension to
James Conway—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HAGGOTT: A bill (H. R. 23551) granting a pension
to Edward Docley—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23552) granting an increase of pension to
Gustavus Zacharias—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Towa: A bill (H. R. 23553) granting
an increase of pension to Isaiah Ware—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 23554) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Joseph P. Gass—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23555) granting an increase of pension to
David Searles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23556) granting an increase of pension to
Bernard V. Forshee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. 23557) granting an increase of pension to
John Wallace—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23558) granting a pension to William
Bills—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23559) granting a pension to Wesley H.
Crockett—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23560) granting a pension to David Kuney—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23561) authorizing the appointment of
Charles E, Dority as a captain, Philippine Scouts—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 235G2) for the relief of Samuel Washburn,
deceased—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23563) for the relief of Richard Stines—
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23564) granting relief to certain members
of the Seventh Michigan Cavalry, war of the rebellion—to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. HAMLIN: A bill (H. R. 23565) granting an increase
of pension to John T. Norris—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HARDING: A bill (H. R. 23506) granting a pension
to Edward F. Denny—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 23567) granting an increase of pension to
John F. Cahill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 23568) granting
a pension to William H. Longdon—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23569) authorizing the payment to Dor-
ence Atwater of compensation for services rendered the United
States of America—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HINSHAW: A bill (H. R. 23570) granting an in-
crease of pension to Alexander Sample—to the Comumittee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23571) grantinz an increase of pension to
Celia McKenney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. o

Also, a bill (H. R. 23572) granting an increase of pension to
Lyman Blewers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 23573) granting an increase of pension to
Francis Westerfield—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23574) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel W. Brees—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23575) granting an increase of pension to
William I. Hamilton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23576) granting an increase of pension to
W. E. Warthen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23577) granting an increase of pension to
William Thomas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23578) granting an increase of pension to
James Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23579) granting an increase of pension to
Jogeph T. Roller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23580) granting an increase of pension to
Oliver Freel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23581) granting an increase of pension to
Benjamin F. Walker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23582) granting an increase of pension to
Peter New—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23583) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm H. Hull—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, IR. 23584) granting an increase of pension to
Enos II. Reed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 23585) granting an increase of pension to
William 2. Fullmer—to the Committes on Invalid Pensions,

Also, & bill (I RR. 23586) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Arbuckle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23587) granting a pension to Fred An-
drews—to the 'Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 23538) to correct the military record of
August Milther—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 23589) granting an in-
crease of pension to Lee Lafevor—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23580) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel L. George—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOWLAND: A bill (H. R. 23591) granting an in-
crease of pension to David Honeywell—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23592) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Polhamus—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 23593)
granting an increase of pension to Isaac H. Rice—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23594) granting a pension to Julia A.
Smalley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HULL of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 23595) granting
an increase of pension to John B. Peters—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ADDISON D. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 23596) granting
an increase of pension to Jesse K. Freeman—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. JENKINS: A bill (H. R. 23597) granting an increase
of pension tp David Turket—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23598) granting a pension to Mary E.
Stannard—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 23599) for the relief of the
widow and children of John W. Geering, of Vallejo, Cal.—
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 23600) granting an increase
of pension to Emily McGee—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23601) granting an increase of pension to
John Weaver—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23602) granting an increase of pension to
Julia B. Drum—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23603) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Ehle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23604) granting an increase of pension to
John €. Shaw—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 23605) granting a pension to Mary Shoe-
maker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23606) granting a pension to Mary E. J.
Evans—to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23607) granting an increase of pension to
John Southard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LEVER: A bill (H. R. 23608) granting a pension to
T. P. Godfrey—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23609) granting a pension to Wade H. Wil-
son—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 23610) granting an increase of pension to
George Young—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 23611) granting a pension to
Levis T. Houk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LOVERING: A bill (H. R. 23612) granting a pension
to Juliette E. Perry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McCALL: A bill (H. R. 23613) granting a pension to
Adella I. Cummings—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois: A bill (H. I&. 23614) granting
an increase of pension to Henry L. Penny—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MADISON: A bill (H. R. 23615) granting an in-
crease of pension. fo Alvaro B. French—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23616) granting an increase of pension to
Nelson Haggerty—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MALBY: A bill (H, R. 23617) granting an increase
of pension to Alonzo Willlams—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H, R. 23618) granting a pension to
Charles Vietor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 23619) for the
relief of James Nipper—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23620) for the relief of the estate of
Lewis Patterson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. MOUSER : A bill (H. R. 23621) granting an increase
of pension to William B. Holmes—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23622) granting an increase of pensioa to
John H. Carpenter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23623) granting an increase of pension to
Julius Leffingwell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, 2 bill (H. R 230624) granting an increase of pension to
Louis Etchen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsc, a bill (H. R. 23625) granting an increase of pension to
Isaac C. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23626) granting an increase of pension to
Henry M. Craig—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23627) granting an increase of pension to
James Milton Thomas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 23628) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Held—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, & bill (H. R. 23629) granting an increase of pension to
John Ingerson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23630) granting an increase of pension to
John Cook—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23631) granting an increase of pension to
Morgan Burk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23632) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Tyler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23633) granting an increase of pension to
George F. Woods—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. 23634) for the relief of the heirs of
Matthew H. Fulton—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 23635) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph McClain—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 23636) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Fowler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23637) granting an increase of pension to
James A. Turner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23038) granting an increase of pension to
John D. Moses—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. NICHOLLS: A bill (H. R. 23639) removing the
charge of desertion from the military record of Charles H.
Shippey—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. O'CONNELL: A bill (I L. 23640) granting an in-
erease of pension to John Boice—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. RUCKER: A bill (H. R. 23641) granting an increase
of pension to William V. Yeager—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23642) granting an increase of pension to
Robert P. Bennett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23643) granting an increase of pension to
John T, Burriss—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23644) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas J. Perry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 23645) granting an increase of pension to
August Bain—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUSSELL of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 23646) granting
an inerease of pension to John M. Rupert—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23647) granting an increase of pension to
Hazen Wardlow—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23648) granting an increase of pension to
Carroll B. Beasley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 23649) for the relief of
the legal representatives of Dr. Thomas B. Waters, deceased—
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr., SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R. 23650) granting an in-
crease of pension to Abraham F. Willilams—to the Committee
on P’ensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23651) granting an increase of pension to
John G. Benton—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23652) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Willingham—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23653) granting an increase of pension to
Maxfield MeClelland—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23654) granting an increase of pension to
Isaac A. Redd—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23655) granting an increase of pension to
Berrien D. Whitehurst—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23656) granting an increase of pension to
Allen D. Douglas—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23657) granting a pension to Frank E.
Saxon—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STAFFORD: A bill (H. R. 23658) granting an in-
crease of pension to George H. Wheeler—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 23659) granting
an increase of pension to John Rish—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL. R. 23660) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas F. Love—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a blll (H. R. 23661) granting a pension to Robert H.
Hite—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 23662) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Martin L. Pierson—to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STURGISS: A bill (H. R. 23663) granting an in-
crease of pension to John W. Combs—to the Commitiee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23664) granting an increase of pensicn to
James H. Michael—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23665) granting an increase of pension to
Alpheus Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 23666G) granting an increase of pension to
Elijah Coffman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 23607) granting an increase of pension to
Fletcher B. Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SULLOWAY : A bill (H. R. 23668) granting an in-
crease of pension to Thomas Milnes—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23669) granting an increase of pension to
Levi H. Sleeper—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23670) granting an increase of pension to
John Harrington—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23671) granting an increase of pension to
George Hamlet—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23672) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph H. Whittier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23673) granting an inecrease of pension to
Asa P, Boardman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23674) granting an increase of pension to
Moses Wadleigh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23675) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Carraway—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23676) granting an increase of pension to
Granville F. McClure—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23677) granting an increase of pension to
Charles W. Willey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23678) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas A. Collins—to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23679) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Gowitzke—to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23680) granting an increase of pension to
George F. Lillis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23681) granting an increase of pension to
John Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23682) granting a pension to Bert A. Ool-
son—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23683) granting a pension to Sarah M,
Byron—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SWASEY: A bill (H. R. 23684) granting an in-
crease of pension to Paitrick A. Galvin—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 23685) granting an increase of pension to
Alvin A. Carter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23686) granting an increase of pension to
Webb Hall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23687) granting an inerease of pension to
J. L. Bradford—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 23688) granting an
increase of pension to Joseph B. Miller—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23689) granting an inerease of pension to
Joseph Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TAWNEY. A bill (H. R. 23690) granting an increase of
pension to Arthur Gorman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23691) granting an inerease of pension to
Stephen Hamilton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23692) granting an increase of pension to
George Aman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a.bill (H. R. 23693) granting an increase of pension to
Paul 8. Hawks—to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. WEEKS: A bill (H. R. 23694) granting an increase
of pension to Horace W. Brown—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23695) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas A. Bailey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WHEELER: A bill (H. R. 23606) granting an in-
crease of pension to James Hindson—to the Commitiee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23697) to correct the war record of Caleb I,
Higbee—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 23698) granting a pension
to Sara B, Kennamer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KINKAID: A bill (H. R, 23699) to grant to Jokn T.
Rivett privilege to make commutation of his homestead entry—
to the Committee on the Public Lands. :
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Also, a bill (H. R. 23700) for the relief of John J. Adams—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MARSHALL: A bill (H. R. 23701) granting a pension
to Charles J. Nelson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 23702) granting a pension to Benjamin 8.
Waggener—to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ROBINSON: A bill (H. R. 23703) granting a pension
to Albert I. Merrill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 23704) granting a pension to R. B. Ran-
kin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARY: Resolution (H. Res. 450) for the relief of
Selina Field, widow of N. J. Field, late a private, Capitol police
force—to the Committee on Accounts,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and
papers were laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALEXANDER of Missouri: Paper to accompany bill
for relief of Hlizabeth Ballew (H. R. 22013)—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Moses Stockdale—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BATES : Petition of Jacob Haller, of Erie, Pa., favor-
ing removal of duty on raw and refined sugar—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BENNET of New York: Petition of citizens of Chicago,
111, asking legislation to provide pensions for the United States
Military Telegraph Corps of the United States Army during
civil war—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BROWNLOW : Petition of Engineering Society of the
Carolinas, favoring 8. 4825, securing a system of foresiry ex-
tending throughout the country—to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of estate of Adam B.
Fullen—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BRUNDIDGEH: Paper to accompany bill for rellef of
Samuel Corruthers—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BURTON of Ohio: Petition of 19 citizens of Cleve-
land, Ohio, against the passage of 8. 3940 (proper observance
of Sunday as day of rest in the District of Columbia)—to the
Comimnittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: Papers to accompany bill for the relief
of Mrs, William C. O'Brien—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CAULFIELD : Petition of Hesse Envelope and Litho-
graph Company, of St. Louis, protesting against alleged diserimi-
nation against American manufacturers in favor of foreign
manufacturers of envelopes, sections 397, 398, 399, and 402—to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Flat River (Mo.) Mine Workers’ Union,
Loecal No. 225, for investigation and regulation of the Treadwell
Mining Company, of Douglas Island, Alaska—to the Committee
on Mines and Mining.

By Mr. CHANEY: Petition of Lewis Saucerman, against
8. 3040 (Sunday observance in the District of Columbia)—to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. COOK of Pennsylvania: Petition of Philadelphia
Board of Trade, favoring 8. R. 40, providing for transportation
by sea of material and equipment for use in construction of the
Panama Canal—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. DARRAGH : Petition of H. Ladner & Co. and 98 other
citizens of Mecosta, Osceola, Antrim, and Grand Traverse coun-
ties, Mich., against parcels-post legislation—to the Committee
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Nancy H. Ewell and 138 other citizens of
Gratiot and Roscommon counties, Mich., against the passage of
8. 8940, known as the “ Sunday bill "—to the Committee on the
District of Columbia. :

By Mr. DAWSON : Memorial of city council of Clinton, Iowa,
favoring improvement of the Mississippi River—to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of Towa Academy of Science, favoring the
metric system—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and
Measures, :

By Mr. DE ARMOND : Petition of citizens of Garden City,
Mo., against a parcels-post law—to the Committee on the Post-
Office and Post-Roads.

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of Conrad Seim,
Calvin F. Boxley (H. R. 23017), Abner Gwinn (H. R. 23014),
Marcus D. Warner (H. R. 23305), Nancy Cox (H. R. 22504),
Thomas J. Kirtley (H. R. 23307), Mary Dickinson (H. R.
23306), Davis Woody (H. R. 23304), and John Bridge (H. R.
28015)—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DUREY : Petition of various residents of New York,
against Senate bill 3940 (religious observance in the District
of Columbia)—to the Committee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: Petition of miners of Shasta
County, for reduction of the tariff on lead and lead ores—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of San Francisco,
for appropriation for a marine-hospital building—to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of J. W. Bryant, of the Bryant-Sis-
son Company, favoring removal of duty on raw and refined
sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOCHT : Petition of Perry County (Pa.) Veteran Sol-
diers’ Association, suggesting an amendment to the act of Feb-
ruary 6, 1907, granting pensions to enlisted men, soldiers and
officers who served in the civil war and war with Mexico—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of citizens of Idaho, against S.
3040, providing for religious legislation in the Distriet of Co-
lumbia—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. FULLER: Papers to accompany bills for relief of
Daniel 8. Carmony and John J. Merrill—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GRONNA : Petition of citizens of Grand Forks County,
N. Dak., against Senate bill 3940, entitled “An act for proper
observance of Sunday as a day of rest in the District of Colum-
bia "—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: Petition of citizens of
Berrien County, Mich., against the passage of 8. 3940, entitled
“An act for the proper observance of Sunday as a day of rest
in the Distriet of Columbia "—to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

Also, petition of citizens of Van Buren County, Mich., against
Johnston bill (8. 3940), providing for religious legislation in the
District of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. HAMLIN: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Mary A. Runyan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, paper o accompany bill for relief of R. D. Shackle-
ford—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HAWLEY: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
George W. Hayden (H. R. 22257)—to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions.

- By Mr. HAY: Petition of Cooper Brothers, of Winchester,
Va., favoring renmioval of duty on sugar—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of National Association of Sta-
tionary Engineers, against legislation promotive of favoritism
in the post-office service—to the Committee on the Post-Office
and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Theodore H. Wiltz, favoring enactment of an
exclusion law against undesirable Asiatics—to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of San Jose Chamber of Commerce, favoring
additional appropriation for Bureau of Soils—to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Also, petition of International Association of Mechanies, fa-
voring enactment of illiteracy test in immigration legislation
and for better sanitary accommodations to steerage immi-
grants—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. HINSHAW : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
James W. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensious,

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of Alexander Sam-
ple and Frances Westerfield—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of August Miltner—to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, paper from Homer Earle, favoring an increase of duty
on silica—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of B. F. Walker—to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia: Papers to accompany
bills for relief of D. B. Johnson, John W. Lamb, and John T.
Starkey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HULL of Tennessee: Petition of citizens of Rhea
County, Tenn., against the passage of 8. 39040 (proper obsery-
ance of Sunday as day of rest in the District of Columbia—to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. LAW: Petitions of Rear-Admiral H. F. Pickering
Naval Garrison, No. 4, of Erie, Pa., and Major-Genersl Charlea
F. Roe Garrison, No. 71, for leglislation retiring peity officers
and enlisted men of the navy after twenty-five years of continu-
ous service—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.




140 CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD—HOUSE. DEoOEMBER 11,

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of citizens of Montmorency County,
Mich., against the Johnston Sunday bill (8. 3040)—to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. JENKINS: Petition of citizens of Burnett County,
Wis,, against 8. 3940 (Sunday observance in the District of
Columbia)—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of Asiatic Exclusion League of North
America for legislation to effectively exclude all Asiatics—to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. KUSTERMANN : Petition of Charles O. Bear Camp,
No. 3, Department of Wisconsin, Spanish War Veterans, for res-
toration of the army canteen—to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. McMORRAN : Petition of citizens of North Branch,
Mich., against enactment of 8. 39040—to the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia,

By Mr. MARTIN : Petition of Synod of South Dakota, Presby-
terian Church, favoring H. R. 11805, to prevent Sunday banking
in post-offices, and for legislation compensating, by a rest day
of twenty-four hours, all clerks who work on Sunday—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition against Senate bill 3940, entitled “An act for
proper observance of Sunday as a day of rest in the District
of Columbia "—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Also, petition of citizens of South Dakota, against any parcels-
post law—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Martland Mine and Mill Men’s Local Union,
No. 19, for investigation and regulation of the Treadwell Mining
Company, of Douglas Island, Alaska—to the Committee on
Mines and Mining.

By Mr. MONDELL: Petition of citizens of Cheyenne
against 8. 3940 (Sunday observance in the District of Colum-
bia)—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. MOON of Tennessee: Papers to accompany bills for
relief of estate of Lewis Patterson and James Nipper—to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. MOUSER: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
James A. Turner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of Joseph MecClain
and John W. Fowler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. O’'CONNELL: Petition of Rear-Admiral H. F. Picker-
ing Naval Garrison, No. 4, of Erie, Pa., favoring retirement of
petty officers and enlisted men of the navy after twenty-five
years of actual service—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of Boston, Mass., for legislation pen-
sloning members of the United States Telegraph Corps in the
civil war—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition for legislation making August 13 a legal holi-
day, to be known as “ Occupation Day "—to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. POLLARD: Petition of citizens of Lincoln, Nebr.,
against 8. 3040 (religious legislation in the Distriet of Colum-
bia)—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. PORTER: Petition of citizens of Medina, N. Y,,
against Senate bill 3940 (religious observance in the District
of Columbia)—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of Illinois Manufacturers’ As-
sociation, against legislation inimical to corporate interests—
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REID: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Mary A.
and Clarence E. Haney—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of estate of John
Diehl and Wiljiam P, Campbell—to the Committee on War
Claims,

By Mr. SPARKMAN : Papers to accompany bills for relief of
William Willingham, John C. Benfon, Maxfield MecClellan,
Isaac A. Redd, Berrien D. Whitehurst, Abraham F. Williams,
Allen D. Douglas, and Frank E. Saxons—to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: Petition of State Associa-
tion of Minnesota, favoring postal savings banks—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Washington County (Minn.) Medical Society,
favoring establishment of a national department of public
health—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STURGISS : Petition of C. M. Loebrig for legislation
pensioning members of United States Military Telegraphers’
Union in civil war—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition against the passage of 8. 3040 (proper obsery-
ance of Sunday as day of rest in the District of Columbia)—
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Also, petition against Johnston bill (8. 38940), providing for
religious legislation in the District of Columbia—to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

JE——

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of Alpheus Wilson,
Fletcher B. Wilson, Elijah Coffman, and John W. Combs—to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: Papers to accompany
bill of June 10, 1880, entitled “An act to amend the statutes
in relation to immediate transportation of dutiable goods, and
for other purposes "—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. THOMAS of Ohio: Petition of the Devoe Grocery
Company, of Warren, Ohio, for removal of duty on sugar—to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. VREELAND : Petition of business men of Wellsville,
N. Y., against establishment of parcels-post law—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of residents of towns of Concord and Yorkshire,
against enactment of the Johnston Sunday bill (S, 3940)—to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Frioay, December 11, 1908.

The House met at 12 o'clock m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap-
proved.
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE,

Mr. PERKINS. Mr, Speaker, I rise to a question of the privi-
lege of the House and offer a resolution which I ask the Clerk
to report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. PEr-
KiINs] offers a resolution, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 451,

Whereas there was contained in the sundry clvil appropriation bill,

which passed Congress at its last session and beeame a law, a pro-
8-

vision in reference to the employment of the Becret Service in the Trea
ury Department; and

Whereas in the message of the President of the United States to the
two Houses of Con{iress it was stated in reference to that provision.
“1It is not too much to say that this amendment has been of benefit
only, and could be of benefit only, to the criminal elasses,”
further stated, * The chief argument in favor of the provision was
that the Congressmen did not themselves wish to be investigated by
Secret Service men,"” and it was further stated, “ But if this Is not con-
sidered desirable a speclal exception could be made in the law, Bem-
hibiting the use of the Secret ryice force In investigating Members
of Congress. It would be far better to do this than to do what actually
was done, and strive to prevent or at least hamper effective action
against criminals by the executive branch of the wvernment ; ' Now,
therefore be it *

Regolved, That a committee of five Members of this House be
appointed ﬁy the Speaker, to consider the statements contained In the
message of the President and report to the House what action, If any,
should be taken in reference thereto.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I do not believe in oversensi-
tiveness to unfavorable eriticism, whether upon an individual or
upon a public body. But while there may be undue sensitive-
ness, so also there may be undue obtuseness, which might argue
a lack of proper self-respect.

It is of importance to the Republic that all of the coordinate
branches of the Government should possess, in a high degree,
the confidence and respect of the people. I yield to no one in
my respect for the Chief Executive of the United States; and
I yield to no one in my respect for the Congress of the United
States. [Loud applause.] To the Congress is granted great
power, and upon it are imposed great responsibilities, We can
not neglect our duties nor shirk our responsibilities. The dignity
of that body should not be punctiliously insisted upon, but it
should be properly maintained. The statements made by the
President of the United States ean not be lightly disregarded.
They may be so construed by the public as to lessen the dignity
and thereby impair the usefulness of the Congress of the United
States. It can be justly said, I think, that these expressions
were unfortunate. Whether it is enough to say this or whether
some more formal action should be taken it will be for Congress,
exercising a wise and discreet judgment, to decide.

Mr. Speaker, we are the representatives of ninety millions of
people. We are the legislative body of a great nation. I am
sure there is no one who has the honor to be a Member of this
Congress who will hesitate to approve such action as may be
required by a proper regard for the dignity of the body to which
we belong, and of the people whose Representatives we are.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution offered provides for the appoint-
ment of a committee yvhich shall report to the House. Upon
the coming in of the report there will be full opportunity for
discussion. I shall be glad if the resolution can now be
adopted without debate and without dissent. [Loud applause.]

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.
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